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VOL. XXXV., No. 17. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 21, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We pvstish elsewhere the long-expected Order as to fees 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, which it will be 
observed bears date the 18th of pee last, but which only 
appeared in the London Gazette of Tuesday last. 





As was anticipated in these columns last week, the Lord 
Chancellor has been during the present week presiding in Court 
of Appeal No. 1. In that court the principal business has con- 
sisted. of admiralty ap .-In of Appeal No. 2 the 
Queen’s Bench New Trial Cases have been proceeded with, so 
that few such cases remain to be heard. 





WE vunpERsTAND that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have under consideration the expediency of appealing 
from the decision in Stone v. Lickorish § Bellord (ante, p. 245), 
deciding that a solicitor-mort was not entitled to profit 
costs, on which we commented in our issue of the 7th inst. 
Lord EsHeEr’s > that a solicitor-mortgagee should 
employ another solicitor, will not always meet the case, particu- 
larly in the country, where solicitors who lend money on mortgage 
may not like their brother solicitors in the district to be aware of 
that fact. 





No one who, since the Christmas vacation, has been in Court 
of Appeal No. 2 would have any difficulty in suggesting a 
reason for the judges of that division occupying the court of the 
Lord Chief Justice, as they have recently been doing. They 
have been driven out by an odour of the most offensive and 
nauseating description. It is satisfactory, however, to learn 
that the smell is not dangerous to health. It is said to arise 
from some fresh packing which has been applied to the pipes of 
the warming apparatus. 





THE REQUIREMENTS of the Board of Trade with reference to 
the presentation of petitions for the compulsory winding up of 
companies, and the drawing up of orders e thereon, ae 
been met by means of new rules which it is understood have 
been drafted and settled on lines ~~ by the chan 
registrars, on the invitation of the Lord Chancellor, and whic. 
we are enabled to print elsewhere. How far these rules will 
prove sati to the ion remains to be seen, but it 





tisfactory 
will be observed that they institute an entirely new set of require- 
| ments intended to expedite the drawing up of orders for com- 
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ulsory winding up, by taking it out of the power of the solicitor 
counnael Saey the aie, and of any creditors or contribu- 
tories who may have appeared by counsel at the hearing in opposi- 
tion to or in support of the petition, to exercise any control in 
the matter ; and by enabling the registrar to draw up the order 
as soon as pronounced without the intervention of the parties. 





Te Councit of the Incorporated Law Society have prepared 
& report upon the Companies Act Amendment Bill, in which 
they point out that the proposed system of provisional registra- 
tion (introduced by the Ket of 1844, and subsequently abandoned 
as impracticable) would enable doubtful companies to be formed 
without the payment of stamp duty, and then abandoned when 
they were found not to float, thus at the same time prejudicing 
the revenue and encouraging the formation of bubble companies. 
It is also pointed out that the provisions of the Bill would 
seriously prejudice the numerous private undertakings which, 
in order to facilitate family or business arrangements, avail 
themselves of the Companies Acts as the only means of carry- 
ing out their objects without the complications and risks inci- 
dent to a partnership under the existing law. The Bill ignores 
the frequent cases in which a company is formed for the sole 
purpose of ting two or more companies, or for the re- 
construction, with extended or altered powers, of existing com- 
panies. The provisions of the Bill are wholly inapplicable to 
the large and increasing number of companies which are formed 
to take over and carry on the business of private firms, and 
which are established simply because the businesses taken over 
are too large, and the separate interests in them too numerous, to 
permit of their being carried on otherwise than through the 


machinery of a company, which provides an easy form of trans- 
fer of interests, and obviates the long and complicated testa- 


mentary provisions necessary in the case of the death of a 
a in a business of magnitude. If the provisions of the 

ill had been in force it would have been impossible to establish 
and work any of the companies which have been formed for the 


Pp’ of taking over and working some of the most successful 
quledaiings of the age. 





_Ir 1s UxDERsToop that a suggestion has been put forward by 
high authority that, in all orders made in the Chancery Division, 
the reference to the evidence on which the decision is founded 


should be omitted. To adopt such a suggestion would be to 


make a fundamental change in a practice which has prevailed 
for an indefinite period. It would, it is true, tend to make 
orders in the Chancery Division in some respects similar to orders 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, but when regard is had to the 
great distinction between the two classes of orders, and to the 
nature of the interests involved in the one and in the other, 
various considerations come in which render it important that 
the subject should be looked at from every point of view. One 
im t Fg in connection with the matter cannot be lost 
of. large proportion of orders in the Chancery Division 

deal with the right to property, and, from a conveyancer’s stand- 
oe & is im nt that the evidence on which the decision is 
should be accessible, and this would not be the case if 

all reference to it were omitted. This remark a plies to all 
decisions in foreclosure and redemption actions, and in adminis- 
tration actions, especially on further consideration, and to the 
large class of orders made on originating summons under the 
Settled Land Act and the Conveyancing Act, and other cognate 
statutes. Then, again, when an order deals with a fund in 
court, or directs payment into court, it seems essential that the 
evidence should be stated in such a manner that it can, if 
necessary, be found on the records of the court, and critically 
examined. It is scarcely n to refer to the possibility 
that the adoption of the suggestion referred to might lead in time 
to a loose practice of pronouncing orders on insufficient evidence. 
But before it is adopted, it is necessary that the judges of 
the Court of Appeal should be invited to express their opinion 
on the subject. The rules and practice as to evidence before the 
Court of _— render it necessary that the evidence taken in 
the court below should be distinctly shewn on the face of tho 


order appealed from. As practically every order in the Chancery 





Division is subject to being appealed from, an objection to the 
proposed change made by the judges of the Court of Appeal 
would be unanswerable. 





Tue EFFecT of the 47th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), on voluntary settlements was discussed by 
us last week in connection with the luminous judgment of 
Srreuine, J., in Re Briggs and Spicer (ante, p. 261). That judg. 
ment followed very closely the statement of the law laid down 
in an article on “Title under Voluntary Conveyance ”’ in 34 Sout- 
crrors’ JourNAL, at p. 581. It will be remembered that the effect 
of the section in question is to render every voluntary settlement 
(which includes any conveyance or transfer of property) void 
against the trustee in bankruptcy of the person making the settle- 
ment in two cases—/irst, if he becomes bankrupt within two 
years after the date of the settlement; secondly, if he becomes 
bankrupt within ten years after the date of the settlement, 
unless the parties claiming under the settlement can prove that 
the settlor was, at the time of making the settlement, able to pay 
all his debts without the aid of the property comprised in the 
settlement, and that his interest in such property passed to the 
trustee of the settlement on the execution thereof. The prac- 
tical effect, as we pointed out last week, is to render land com- 

riseg in a voluntary settlement unsaleable for ten years, as it 
is barely possible for the persons claiming under the settlement 
to be ae & give the necessary proof of the solvency of the 
settlor at the date of the settlement. The difficulty can in some 
cases be got over in the manner suggested in the article above 
referred to, and approved of by Mr. Justice Srrrtivc—namely, 
by the settlor concurring as a conveying party in the conveyance 
from the persons claiming under the settlement, and by all the 
purchase-money being paid to him. It must, however, be 
remembered that this procedure cannot safely be employed in 
all cases. Suppose, for instance, that A. makes a voluntary 
conveyance to B. and C. upon certain trusts, with a power of 
sale vested in B. and C. It might be a breach of trust for them 
to concur in a sale on the terms that the purchase-money should 
be paid to A., and the purchaser would necessarily have notice 
of the breach of trust. He could not solely rely on the convey- 
ance for value to him by A. defeating the prior voluntary 
conveyance under the statute of Elizabeth, owing to the risk of 
the prior conveyance being really made for value, though it is, 
in form, voluntary. In cases of this nature, however, a pur- 
chaser may sometimes be willing to run the risk of taking a 
conveyance from the persons claiming under the voluntary con- 
veyance only, on having the risk of bankruptcy of the settlor 
within ten years insured against by a guarantee society. 





Accorpine To a dictum of much authority, a corporation is de- 
void of a body or soul to be respectively dealt with in certain speci- 
fied manners. And a learned contributor, a few weeks ago, in 
pointing out the reasons why a corporation could not maintain 
an action for libel in the absence of special ecuniary damage, 
added that a corporation, as distinguished from its individual 
members, cannot be said to have a moral character. Perhaps 
these considerations may help the Corporation of Barrow-in- 
Furness to bear up under the shock occasioned by the judgment 
of Mr. Justice Romer in ZHarrison, Ainslie, §& Co. v. Corporation 
of Barrow-in- Furness (39 W. R. 250). If a corporation has no 
moral character, it does not much matter what is said about it. 
Still, we think that the members of the Corporation of Barrow 
ean hardly peruse the judgment in the above-mentioned case 
without a pang. ‘They, as distinguished from the moral- 
characterless corporation, are doubtless persons of high respect- 
ability, and, although the corporation may have neither a body 
nor a soul nor a moral character, still it has resources, and 
is “responsible ” in the sense of having ample means of meeting 
its liabilities. Nevertheless, Mr. Justice Romer, after careful con- 
sideration, has decided that it is not ‘‘a person of responsibility 
and respectability.” ‘I have to decide,” he is reported to have 


said, ‘‘ whether the Corporation of Barrow-in-Furness falls within 
the definition of ‘ person of responsibility and respectability.’ 1 
think not.” This is, at first sight, very sad indeed ; but when 
we come to look at the reason stated by the learned judge for 
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this conclusion, we discover a somewhat bewildering source of 
consolation for the corporation. Its want of ‘respectability 
and responsibility ” is not due to any moral obliquity or lack of 
solvency, but either to the fact that it is not ‘‘a person,” or to 
the fact that it ‘‘could not use these water rights for working 
the furnace.” As it does not at first sight seem clear either how 
water rights can be used for working ‘“‘a furnace,” or how the 
failure to use them can render the corporation non-respectable 
and non-responsible, we hasten to explain that the decision was 

iven on the question of the right to assign a lease of land, 
with an iron furnace and mill and certain water rights for 
the purpose of working the same, containing a covenant on 
the part of the lessees not to assign without the consent in 
writing of the lessors, “such consent not to be unreasonably 
refused, or refused to a person of responsibility or respect- 
ability.” The question was whether the lessors could refuse 
their consent to an assignment of the lease to the Corporation 
of Barrow-in-Furness, whereby the corporation agreed with the 
lessees not to use the water rights for manufacturing iron or steel. 
The lessors refused their consent to the assignment, on the ground 
that the corporation could not use the premises for the p 
for which they were intended. Mr. Justice Romer held that 
the corporation could not, ‘under the terms of the lease, and in 
view of the facts, be said to come within the fair meaning of the 
words” ‘a person of responsibility and bility.” We 
confess we are somewhat puzzled with the decision. We can 
understand, of course, that the consent was not “‘ unreasonably 
refused ” to an assignee who could not use the demised premises 
for the purposes for which they were let. But the provision in 
the lease is, not merely that the consent shall not be unreason- 
ably refused ; it is not to be refused at all on any ground to a 

erson of responsibility and vy qo. We understand the 
earned judge to decide that the corporation was not such a 
person. This could apparently only be on the ground that the 
corporation is not ‘‘a person” within such a provision; and if 
this is the ground of decision it will be necessary for the 
advisers of intending lessees to consider whether some alteration 
is not necessary in the ordinary provision to this effect inserted 
in leases—whether it should not run “shall not be refused in the 
case of a responsible person or corporation.” 





THE CORRECT PROCEDURE for a apm whose discharge 
has, upon a first application, been absolutely refused, and 
who subsequently considers himself entitled to a more favour- 
able hearing, is pointed out in the recent case of Re Tobias 
& Co. (reported elsewhere). The power of the court to 
review its previous decision is, indeed, expressly given by 
section 104 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which provides 
that ‘every court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy under 
this Act may review, rescind, or vary any order e by it 
under its bankruptcy jurisdiction.” But it has been objected 
that this only permits the rehearing to take place on the 
materials which were before the court originally, and that, con- 
sequently, it does not apply to the case in question, which neces- 
sarily presupposes that there are fresh materials to be adduced 
by the beniens in his favour. The alternative method is to 
make an application de novo, and in Re Lloyd (6 Morell’s Bank. 
Cas. 297 en J., inclined towards it, intimating, though with- 
out deciding the point, that a fresh application might be made 
on new materials. But the technical objection, that by the first 
refusal the matter is already res judicata, appears to be fatal, 
and on the present occasion the same judge was of opinion that 
in the county court it had been rightly held that there was no 
jurisdiction to hear the application for a di as & new 
matter. Either, then, the Sealcast must be content to pass the 
rest of his days undischarged, or a more liberal interpretation 
must be given to section 104. Mr. Justice Cave has decided in 
favour of the latter view. Upon a rehearing by the court it is 
under no obligation to restrict itself to the original materials, 
but may treat the case according to the merits at the date of re- 
hearing. This decision will e it unnecessary for the judge 
to reserve liberty for the bankrupt to apply again in cases where 
he is of opinion that the discharge should only be suspended, 
but at the same time is not clear as to ——s ion. 


always 


In tHE cAsE of Reeve v. Gibson (reported elsewhere), 
which came before the Queen’s Bench Division last week, 
the important question of what costs shall be awarded 
to a plaintiff who, in an action in the High Court for 
penalties under the Dramatic Copyright Act (3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 15) recovers Jess than £10, was dicussed and de- 
termined. The contention on behalf of the defendant 
was that such an action was “an action founded on tort” 
within the meaning of section 116 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, and that the plaintiff was, therefore, by virtue of that 
enactmeiit, deprived of his costs, he having recovered less than 
£10. On the other hand, the plaintiff urged that the action in 
question was a special action brought to recover a statutory 
penalty, and was not in any way governed by section 116 of the 

ounty Courts Act, 1888, but that, under section 2 of 5 & 6 Vict. 
c. 97, he was entitled (though he had in fact recovered only £8) 
to receive full and reasonable indemnity as to all costs, charges, 
and expenses incurred by him in suing the defendant. The court, 
while admitting that the question raised was one of considerable 
difficulty, ultimately held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover 
the full costs claimed by him, and that there was nothing either in 
the County Courts Act, 1888, or in the Supreme Court Rules to 
deprive him of his right thereto. The court also intimated that, 
in their opinion, an order for costs was not strictly necessary, as 
the costs claimed were expressly given by statute, though, 
under all the circumstances oF the case, they considered that the 
Soong was well advised in applying for the order granted. 
is decision will, we venture to think , give general satisfaction, 
as it now enables the owner of a copyright who wishes to pro- 
tect himself from further infringements by suing for the penalty 
of forty shillings incurred in respect of the first known ee 
ment, to take proceedings under the Dramatic Copyright Act 
without running the risk of being deprived of his full costs on 
the ground that he has-recovered less than £10. 





In a casE of Ashling v. Boon (reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice 
Kexewicr held that an insufficiently-stamped aan note 
is not admissible as evidence of the receipt of the money. In 
Green v. Davies (4 B. & C. 235) the court refused to admit an 
insufficiently-stamped promissory note as evidence of an account 
stated, but, on the other hand, there are many cases in which 
it has been held that an instrument not properly stamped is 
admissible to prove a collateral fact, and in Evans v. (1 
De G. M. & G. 572) Lord Sr. Lzonarps admitted as proof of a 
contract a document which was improperly — as a receipt, 
holding that it ‘‘was receivable as evidence of an agreement, 
though, by reason of the fiscal regulations of the country, nct 
as evidence of a receipt.” In the present case it was argued 
that Evans v. Prothero overruled Green v. Davies and that class of 
cases, and applied to promissory notes in spite of the stringent 
words of section 54, sub-section 1, of the Stamp Act, 1870, to 
the effect that any person taking any promissory note not duly 
stamped “shall not be entitled to recover a 

. Justice 


the same available for any purpose whatever.” 
Kexewicu said that Lord St. Lronarps was dealing with a docu- 
ment to which the same stringent regulations | not been 


applied, but, apart from that, there were two different things 
in the same document, and it might be a good receipt and 
no contract, or a good contract and no receipt. The fact which 
it was admitted to prove was a collateral fact. It was ——— 
to separate a promissory note in that way, and his lordship 
pits refused to admit it as evidence. 





A curRIoUS PLEA was put upon the record in a case of seduction 
which came before the Court of Appeal this week. The action 
was by the father of a girl for damages for loss of her services 
owing to her having been seduced by the defendant and having 
given birth to twins. The defendant, besides denying the 
seduction, further pleaded that he was not the father of the 
twins “or of either of them.” It is needless to add that this 
plea caused considerable merriment in court. 











iod of 
Even though the discharge be refused absolutely, it 
be competent for the ae altho to apply for a rehearing. 








Mr. Justice North has intimated that he should be unable to 
continue the trials of witness actions more than a t longer, and 
that adjourned summonses would be taken on general list days after that. 
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COMPULSORY REGISTRATION OF PARTNERSHIP 
FIRMS. 


WE are aware that this scheme, which is again taking a tangible 
form, is being backed up by some powerful bodies interested in 
trade ; but we cannot yet believe that the movement for such an 
innovation is favourably regarded by the bulk of the commercial 
community. Nevertheless, a Bill called the “‘ Registration of 
Firms Bill” has been introduced this session, backed by Sir A. 
Ro tu11, for carrying the scheme into effect. The question is no 
new. one, and has formed the subject of some discussion, chiefly 
on the part of those who advocate the scheme. Others, in- 
cluding among them some of its most determined opponents, 
have said little, being inclined to put the matter on one side as 
unworthy of many words. The introduction of the present Bill 
offers a favourable opportunity for, if, indeed, it does not chal- 
lenge, a criticism upon the general policy, or, we might rather 
say, impolicy, of the measure. 

There is a principle applicable to all Governments that the 
State should not impose vexatious regulations on its subjects 
without being satisfied of the necessity for such imposition. 
Where is the necessity in this case? We may put aside 
the idle curiosity of the general public to know who are the 
partners in ‘Brown & Co.” as out of the question. Let us 
assume that the object is to benefit actual or possible creditors. 
It may be at once admitted that there are some particular classes 
of creditors which, in particular cases, might derive some advan- 
tage from the establishment of such a system. In very large 
businesses, for example, some time and trouble might on 
occasion be saved by being able to examine the register instead 
of making the usual inquiries of the firm itself or of others. 
But even in such cases an examination of the register would 
only be a sufficient substitute for personal inquiries where the 
credit or monetary reputation of persons named in the register 
happened to be known to the party making such examination. 
It is of no use to a business man, before he gives credit, to be 
told the name of a partner unless he also knows what he is 
‘* good for.” This narrows down the possible advantage to a 
very small number of cases, and would certainly not of itself 
justify the petty annoyance which such a system would involve. 

either is an inquiry into the constitution of a firm by any 
means essential to an intending creditor. He knows, let us 
suppose, one or two members of the firm well, and believes 
there are other partners. If he gives credit to the firm, is he 


any the worse off when he finds there are no other partners ? |. 


He is certainly very much the better off when he discovers that 
there is a substantial partner in the background. 

How is trade or credit damaged by the existence of the 
dormant partner? He is already by law liable to his last penny 
for all the debts of the concern. He admits this, but prefers to 
remain in obscurity, Why drag him unwillingly to the light? 
If he asks that his liability should be limited, then register him 
by all means. It is clear that registration is essential to the 
establishment of limited partnerships. This, however, is a 
distinct question. What is now suggested is the wholesale and 
compulsory registration of all firms, but without any other 
alteration in the existing law. The question may fairly be asked 
how is it, when the law of partnership has been existing with 
slight variations for some centuries, that this proposed system of 
registration has not yet been established? This inquiry might 
lead us, farther than we propose to go, to ask when is and when 
is not the compulsory registration of any class in the community 
justifiable ? 

Hitherto we have considered the question from what might 
be called the commercial point of view, but it may be as well to 
see what is the legal position of a creditor of a firm as regards 
notice of changes in the constitution of a firm under the present 
law. By this method some opportunity will be furnished of 
judging the legal effect of the proposed legislation. Changes in 
a firm, apart from a total dissolution and winding up of the 
business, mean the outgoing of an old partner or the incoming 
of a new partner. Now the incoming of a new partner only 
affects the partnership creditor to this extent, that such incoming 

ariner becomes liable with the other partners in respect of all 
bts incurred by the firm after the date of his admission. The 
creditor is, therefore, not entitled to any notice of this fact, 





although information of it would probably reach him. Hig’ — 


security is increased whether he is or is not aware of this 
addition to the firm. The case of ar outgoing partner is of 
course different. Except when the change is occasioned by 
death or bankruptcy, persons dealing with the firm are entitled 
to notice of any change in the constitution of the firm. An 
advertisement in the London Gazette is sufficient notice to all 
persons who had not previously had dealings with the firm 
(Partnership Act, 1890, s. 36). Inthe case of customers of the 
firm it is usual, if not necessary, to give them express notice of 
any change. Such is the present system. Is registration pro- 
posed as an addition to or in substitution for the existing prac- 
tice? In either case it is open to objection. If the former, then 
an additional burden is added to the duties of partners; if the 
latter, instead of finding the notice in a recognized medium or 
receiving express notice, as the case may be, the intending 
ereditor has before each transaction to search the register. 

There is another feature in the proposed scheme which has 
not yet been referred to. The Billis net confined to the com- 
pulsory registration of partnership firms, but affects a large 
number of individual traders aud professional persons. It pro- 
poses to register ‘‘ every person carrying on business, &c., under 
any firm name consisting of or containing any name or addition 
other than the full or the usual name of that person.”” What 
does it matter to others under what name a business is carried 
on, so long, of course, as there is no fraudulent imitation of the 
name of any other business? Is it objected to on the ground of 
deception? ‘Who is likely to be deceived by the present system ? 
No business man, when he sees that a business is carried on by 
‘“‘Brown & Co.,” rushes to the conclusion that two or’ more 
persons, of whom one is named Brown, carry on such business 
in partnership: Neither is his moral or commercial sense severely 
shocked when he discovers that the business is in fact carried on 
by one person alone, whose name is Surru. If he gives credit 
to ‘Brown & Co.” without inquiry, he has ample opportunity 
for making such inquiry when he wishes to enforce payment of 
his debt. He can sue for his debt against ‘‘Brown & Co.” 
whether the business is carried on by two or more persons in 
partnership or by one person alone. If the business is a part- 
nership, he can apply by summons to a judge for a statement of 
the names of the partners (R. 8. C., ord. 16, rr. 14, 15). We 
admit that this branch of legal practice is at present in an 
unsettled state, but think that a revision of the rules is a better 
remedy than registration, which, after all, could only be primd 
facie evidence of the constitution of the firm. Even so it is 
difficult to see the advantage to the creditor. Under a system of 
registration the burden of proving that those on the register 
were not the actual peer would be cast upon him instead of, 
as now, upon his debtor or debtors, who have to state, generally 
upon oath, who are their co-partners. 

If you compel partners to be registered, why not compel other 
debtors who stand to each other in the relation, say, of principal 
and agent or prineipel and surety? Why not register any two 
or more persons who are liable in respect of the same debt? 
The analogy of registration of companies is clearly a false one. 
These are the creation of statute, and as such become entitled 
to certain rights accorded by that statute, and registration is 
a necessary condition to the claiming of such rights. 

In our opinion, the proposed measure is an unnecessary, and 
therefore unjustifiable, interference with the ordinary methods 
of conducting business, 








SUCCESSION DUTY ON SALE UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACT. 


Last week we printed a letter (ante, p. 257) from a correspond- 
ent who stated that real estate was sold by a tenant for life 
under the powers of the Settled Land Act, and that on his death 
the purchaser was called upon to pay succession duty. This 
claim is so opposed to the settled practice of conveyancers that 
we cannot help thinking (for the sake of the Board of Inland 
Revenue we may say hoping) that our correspondent was but 
imperfectly acquainted with the facts, and that it will turn out, 
on further investigation, that the sale was not made under the 
Act, but that it was a.sale by the tenant for life and remainder- 
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man according to their respective interests, in which case duty 
would clearly be payable. The letters we print elsewhere 
shew that the opinion of the authorities has hitherto been in 
accordance with that we expressed last week. As, however, 
some of our readers are perhaps not very familiar with the 
Succession Duty Act, we proceed to advance reasons why, in our 
opinion, the claim stated by our correspondent to have been 

vanced on behalf of the Crown is wholly untenable. 

While the questions whether in any particular case succession 
duty is payable, and, if payable, at what rate it has to be caleu- 
lated, may be—nay, often are—of considerable difficulty, the 
principles laid down by the Succession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict. 
ce. 51) are fairly easy to be understood. To state them shortly, 
they are as follows :— 

(1) Every disposition or devolution by law whereby a person 
becomes beneficially entitled to property, either at law or 
in equity, on death, confers on him a “‘suecession”’; he is 
called a “successor,” and the person from whom he 
derives the property is called the ‘‘ predecessor” (see 
sections 2 to 8 inclusive). 

(2) Duty is to be paid in respect of a succession at a rate 
depending upon the relationship between the predecessor 
and the successor (see sections 10 to 14 inclusive). . 

(3) Where property comprised in a succession has, before the 
successor a at entitled to it in ion, become 
vested by alienation by the successor in another person, 
duty is payable at the same rate and at the same time as 
if no alienation had been made, and as if the successor 
had been alive when the property fell into possession (see 
section 15). 

This third proposition is not very easy to understand. All 
that it means is this, that if the person entitled to a reversionary 
interest alienates it, and afterwards it falls into ion under 
such circumstances that duty would have been payable if he had 
not alienated it, duty is payable exactly in the same manner as 
if he had not alienated it but had succeeded to it. 

(4) The duty is a first charge on the interest of the successor 
in real property, and on his interest in personal Property 
so long as it remains in the hands of his trustees. ere 
the successor has power of sale over real estate, the charge 
of duty is not to prevent him from exercising his power, 
and the duty is to be charged substitutively on the pro- 
perty arising from the exercise of the power (see section 
42 


It will be observed, therefore, that in order to entitle the 
Crown to duty, a person must die, and there must be some pro- 

rty, either real or personal, to which the successor becomes 

eneficially entitled on his death, or, if the successor has aliened 

his expectant interest before it falls into ion, some pro- 

rty to which he would have become entitled if he was alive 
and had not aliened it. 

The cases that occur in practice are the a 
in each case that Blackacre is settled on A. for li 
mainder to B. in fee) :— 

First, let no dealings take place with Blackacre during A.’s 
life, and let B. survive A. In this case B. succeeds to Blackacre 
on A.’s death, and duty is payable by him on his succession. 

Secondly, let A. sell his life interest, and let B. survive A. 
In this case B. succeeds to Blackacre on A.’s death, and the 
duty is payable. 

irdly, let B. alienate his expectant interest to O. in A.’s 
lifetime. In this case C. has to pay on A.’s death the same duty 
that B. would have paid if he fea survived A., and had not 
alienated his life interest: Solicitor-General v. Law Reversionary 
Interest Society C R. 8 Ex. 233), 

_ Fourthly, if A. sells his life interest and B. sells his expectant 
em, the purchaser of B.’s interest has to pay duty on A.’s 
eath. 

Tn all the above cases, the property settled, Blackacre, remains 
subject to the settlement at the time of A.’s death, and is the 
property comprised in the “succession”; it is the thing that 
passes to the successor, and therefore it becomes with 
the duty under section 42. 

We now come to another class of cases—viz., where, prior to 
A.’s death, Blackacre has ceased to form part of the settled 


we assume 
e, with re- 


lsion,”’ no duty is —_— in respect of it, and it is not charge- 
lable with duty. The question whether Blackacre is aeetie 
‘with duty is entirely different from the question which is often 
‘confounded with it—namely, is any pro chargeable in 
substitution for Blackacre with duty on A.’s death. e cases 
that occur in practice are the following :— — 

First, A. may, under a power either conferred by the settle- 
ment or by statute, dispose of Blackacre without receiving any 

roperty in return; in other words, he may give it away. 
amples of express powers of this nature will be found at 
2 K. & E. Comp. 625, 3 Dav. Pree, 1211, 

Tn this case, on A.’s death B. does not succeed to the pro- 
perty disposed of by A.; it is not ised in B.’s succession, 
and therefore no duty is payable in respect of it. 

Cases of considerable difficulty may occur where a statute— 
for instance, the Places of Worship Sites Act, 1873 (36 & 37 
Vict. c. 50)—conferring power on a tenant for life to give and 
convey land for a i purpose, provides that the concur- 
rence of the next remainderman in fee or in tail is necessary to 
the validity of A.’s- grant. The question is whether the 
property passes from both A. and B., in which case, on A.’s 

eath, duty might be payable as on a transmitted succession 
under section 17, or whether the concurrence of B. is merely a 
condition precedent to the exercise of the power, in which case 
the property passes from A. alone, and no duty would be 
payable on his death. 

Secondly, A. may dispose of Blackacre under an express 
power of sale or exc inserted in the settlement, and 
operating either so as to pass the legal estate or so as to pass 
the equitable interest only. 

In whatever manner A.’s power of disposition operates, B. 
does not succeed to any beneficial interest in Blackacre on A.’s 
death, hence there is no succession as regards Blackacre, and no 
duty is payalte in respect of or is ¢ on it. On the other 
hand, on A.’s death B. will succeed to the beneficial interest in 
the property representing the procéeds of sale of or taken in ex- 
change for Blackacre, and therefore that property is comprised 
in B.’s succession, and will be liable to duty. 

The effect of a sale under an express power was discussed in 
Re Warner’s Settled Estates (17 Ch. D. 711). That was the case of a 
sale under the Settled Estates Act. Jxssex, M.R., in his judgment, 
said: ‘‘I will consider the ordinary case of a power of sale under 
a power contained in a settlement. -The effect of the exercise of 
the power is to revoke the uses, and consequently there is no 
succession left, there is nothing on which the duty can be 
charged, and, if there were no succession duty on personal pro- 
perty, the land would be free and the purchase-money too, but 
where there is a power of sale and a trust to lay out the money 
in the purchase of land, in the meantime until so laid out, it is a 
settlement of the purchase-money. In this way the Crown takes 
the duty out of the purchase-money, as it would take it in 
respect of the land when the | gareon investment is made. 
But the settlement of the land originally settled is entirely 
destroyed by the overriding power contained in the settlement 
itself, and with the destruction of the settlement the right to 


dw in eget ee a cee . That 
bein so, there would be no duty in respect of the land in the 
hands of the purchaser.” 


Thirdly, A. may sell Blackacre under the power vested in him 
by the Settled Land Act, 1882. 

The reasoning of the Master of the Rolls is applicable to this 
case. The effect of the conveyance by A. is to vest Blackacre in 
the purchaser discharged from all the limitations of the settle- 
ment. The result is that at A.’s death Blackacre is not com- 
prised in the settlement ; it is not subject to a disposition which 
creates a succession, so that the Crown has no claim for duty in 
res of that land; but the purchase-money, and the invest- 
ments for the time being representing it, become subject to a 
disposition under which, at the death of the tenant for life, there 
is a succession, and therefore that money and those investments 
are liable to duty. 





an invitation from the members of the 


Mr. Justice Jeune has 
tary dinner on Saturday, March 7. Mr. 





property; in this case it cannot be included in the “ succes- 





Parliamentary Bar to a com; 
Pope, Q.C., will preside. 
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REVIEWS. 
THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


THE Law AND PRACTICE UNDER THE CoMPANIES AcTs, 1862 TO 
1890, AND THE LirzE AssuURANCE CoMPANIES Acts, 1870 To 1872. 
CONTAINING THE STATUTES AND THE RULES, ORDERS, AND FoRMS 
TO REGULATE ProceeDiInes. By H. Burton Buck.ey, M.A., Q.C. 
SrxtrH Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 


* Externally Mr. Buckley’s book has undergone a startling change. 
The sober brown, upon which for so many years the eye has peace- 
fully rested, has been exchanged for a crimson binding, and in this 
new dress the sixth edition will be a conspicuous object—in court 
and in chambers. Internally no corresponding change has been 
made. The most important point, of course, is the manner in which 
the recent legislation has been treatel, and here we must confess to 
being somewhat disappointed. The Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890, is left almost bare of comment, and although it may be wise 
to leave time and circumstances to discover the difficulties in it, yet 
we should have a treatment of the matter in some measure 
ionate to its importance. Of course the new provisions are 
referred to in the corresponding part, Part IV., of the Act of 1862, 
but even here it seems that more assistance might have been 
given. Section 13, for instance, of the new Act authorizes the 
making of general rules for transferring to the liquidator the powers 
and duties conferred on the court by sections 91, 98, 99, 100, 102, and 
107 of the Act of 1862; but while, under these various sections, a 
reference is of course given to section 13, we can find no indication of 
the extent to which the transfer has actually been made. To ascertain 
this the reader must turn to the rules themselves (pp. 748—750), and 
investigate the matter unassisted by Mr. Buckley. More attention 
has been paid to the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, and here a useful 
note is a ded to section 3 (p. 635), in which the general effect of 
that section, the leading one in the statute, is very neatly and com- 
pendiously given. 
Turning to the cases which have been decided since the date of the 


teresting topics. With regard to the qualification 
shares of directors, Wheal Buller Consols (36 W. R. 723, 34 Ch. D. 42, 
referred to at p. 51) has saved directors from being held to have 
accepted the shares by reason of provisions contained in the articles, 
and Bainbridge v. Smith (37 W. R. 594, 41 Ch. D. 462) has thrown 
doubt upon the meaning assigned by Jessel, M.R., to the requirement 
that the director must hold them “‘in his own right” (p. 56). The 
ape construction now is that he must be beneficialty entitled. 
question of the effect of a forged transfer as against the true 
owner of shares has been raised (p. 82) in Barton v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (38 W. R. 197, 24Q. B. D. 77) and Barton v. 
North Staffordshire Railway Co. (36 W. R. 754, 38 Ch. D. 458); and 
though these cases add nothing as to the liability of the companies to 
the transferees, an important decision on the effect of “ certifica- 
tion” was given in Bishop v. The Balkis Co. (38 W. R. 750, 25 
Q B.D. 77). In this latter case Mr. Buckley’s reference (p. 95) is 
only to the Weekly Notes. In spite of recent cases, such as Levy v. 
The Abercorris Co. (36 W. RB. 411, 37 Ch. D. 260) and Topham v. The 
Greenside Co. (36 W. R. 464, 37 Ch. D. 281), it is still possible to say 
that “‘no one seems to know exactly what ‘debenture’ means” (p. 
169); but since the decision last week in Re The Standard Manu- 
facturing Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 258) less interest attaches to Mr. 
s somewhat vague criticism (p. 171) on Reed v. Joannon (25 

Q B. D. 302), with reference to the application to debentures of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878. The right of debenture-holders, who have a 
ower to appoint a receiver, to exercise this in opposition to the 
was affirmed (p. 266) in Pound, Son, & Hutchins (38 W. R. 

18, 42 Ch. D. 402), while Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (37 W. R. 321, 
41 Ch. D. 1) settles that there is no obligation to replace wasted 
capital before the declaration of a dividend, and explains the true 


f 


distinction between capital and revenue accounts (p. 513). But the 
strictness with which » company is prevented from in any way 
interfering with its capital is shewn by Almada and Tirito Co. (36 
W. BR. 593, 38 Ch. D. 415), prohibiting the issue of shares at a dis- 
count (p. 560), and by Faure Electric Co. (37 W. R. 116, 40 Ch. D. 
141), in which Kay, J., held the payment of brokerage to a broker 
for shares to be heehee m5, We application of capital (p. 562). 

cases are to be fi in the authorized law reports, the refer- 
ences appear to be given to these alone, and the tendency to ignore 
other reports has led the author occasionally to overlook « useful 
ae Thus Re Liverpool Household Stores Association (62 L. T. 
$73, ‘ d. Ch. 616) contains an elaborate review of the authorities 
on the liability of directors for acts done ultrd vires, and Re Lennox 
P Co. (Limited) (62 L. T. 791) illustrates the impossibility 
of a shares unless immediate measures to do so are taken. 
Bat neither of these cases appears to be referred to. In general, while 
the old — Af the book has been carefully re-edited, some- 





effected by the recent legislation, and a greater —— will p 
have to be made in the next edition when this legislation 
for some time in actual practice. 
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WINDING-UP PRACTICE. 


Tue CoMPANIES WINDING- UP PRACTICE. THe COMPANIES 
(WinDING-UP) AcT AND RULES, 1890, anD Part IV. (WINDING- 
UP) OF THE COMPANIES ACT, 1862, wiTH ForRMS, SCALES OF 
Costs, FEES, AND PERCENTAGES; Drrecrors’ Liapiiiry Act, 
1890; LorD CHANCELLOR’s ORDERS; BoARD OF TRADE ORDERS 
AND Forms, AND NOTES THEREON. By M. Murr MACKENZIE 
and C. J. Srewart, Official Receiver under the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


This book, giving, as it does, special prominence to the new procedure 
in winding up, admirably supplements Mr. Buckley’s. The type in 
which the statutes and rules are printed is bold and distinct, and 
numerous notes are inserted, explaining the effect both of the old and 
the new legislation. Added to this, the volume is of a convenient 
size for carrying about, and its utility is increased by the inclusion 
of all the forms and orders relating to winding-up proceedings. In 
their preface the authors say they have aimed at producing a practical 
guide to the new practice in winding up, and this aim has certainly 
been successfully attained. The work will not replace the standard 
authorities, but it will be found to give a very clear and useful 
epitome of the legislation now in force. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Patent Law and Practice. By Robert Frost, B.Sc., Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Equitable Doctrine of Election. By GzorGE SERRELL, M.A., 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Limited. 


Handy Assurance Manual. By Witt1amM Bovurng, F.S.8. Liver- 
pool: W. Bourne. 


The Complete Annual Digest of every Reported Case. Edited by 
ALFRED EMDEN, Barrister-at-Law. Compiled by HERBERT THOMP- 
son, M.A., LL.M.; assisted by W. A. Bricc, M.A., LL.M., Barris- 
ters-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons, Limited. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


SUCCESSION DUTY ON SALE UNDER SETTLED LAND 
ACT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The information that a claim has been made by the Inland 
Revenue authorities under the circumstances detailed in the letter 
in your last issue, signed “‘ A Subscriber,” may well take the pro- 
fession by surprise. 

The point raised by the claim came under my notice in a case in 
which I recently acted for a client who was taking a conveyance of 
real estate from a vendor tenant for life, selling under the powers 
conferred by the Settled Land Act, 1882. In investigating the title, I 
sent in a requisition to the effect that the liability to succession 
duty that would attach on the death of the vendor tenant for life 
should be discharged, or undertaken to be discharged, before the 
completion of the purchase, The vendor’s solicitors thereupon com- 
municated with the Inland Revenue authorities on the matter, and 
applied to have the duty that would be payable on the death of 
the tenant for life commuted under section 41 of 16 & 17 Vict. ¢. 
51. The reply to this application was produced to me before the 

urchase was completed, and clearly sets forth the view then taken 
| the Inland Revenue authorities. They held that as the sale in 
question was being effected by the tenant for life, by virtue of powers 
conferred by the Settled Land Act, 1882, the presumptive charge for 
succession duty was shifted from the property sold to the proceeds 
arising from the sale, and that the purchaser was consequently not 
concerned to see to the satisfaction of the claim; adding that there 
appeared to be no reason in this case to justify any exercise by the 
commissioners of the powers conferred on them by section 41 of 16 
& 17 Vict. c. 51. - 

The facts, so far as they are disclosed by “ A Subscriber's” letter, 
unquestionably correspond with those in the case I am now calling 
attention to, and in which, as I have shewn, the Inland Revenue 
authorities coincided entirely with the view of the law, on this point, 
expressed by the eminent conveyancers you refer to in the note 
dealing with the subject in your last issue. 


February 17, A Country So.iciTor. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 











prominence appears to have been given to the changes 


Sir,—I have read the letter in the issue of the 14th inst. signed * A 
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contended that, had the intention been to introduce such an impor- 
tant novelty into the Queen’s Bench practice, very clear words to 
that effect would have been used, and rules re 
practice promulgated. But this has not been 
words ‘‘ origi 
apply to both chancery and common law, but the set of rules which 
prescribe the practice to be followed in the case of originati 
monses (order 55) apply to the Chancery Division only, and there 
are no rules prescribing the practice for Queen’s Bench originating 
summonses. 
originating summons was intended still to be exclusively a chancery 


proceeding. 


Bench originating summonses, no reference number is given, and no 
entry of the 

this be done! 
made directing it to be done, it would merely have the effect of 
putting litigants to useless trouble and expense, and of multiplying 
unnecessary 

for “uniformity of practice.” 


those in chancery, are near 
caunot be said to ‘‘ commence 
plated by the interpretation order (ord. 71, r. 1). They are such 
applications as the following :—For solicitor to deliver up pa: of 
his client ; to deliver or tax solicitor’s bill; stakeholder int 
where no action brought; applications under section 17 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act; under section 14 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881; to var 
faction on bill of sale where consent refused ; rn under the 
Election Petitions and Municipal Elections Acts, 

of this list will shew the absurdity of applying to such cases the 
formalities of process incident to an ordinary 
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Subscriber,” and your observations thereon, as to which the following 
information may be of use. 

In 1887 clients of mine sold portions of some freehold properties 
belonging to them in undivided shares. 
Some of the shares (a) belonged to a lady during her life and 
widowhood, with remainder to her children; and the sale of these 
was effected by the tenant for life and her children, who were all of 
age. Asa matter of arrangement, the trustee of the will devisi 
the shares, and which will contained no trust or power of sale, join 
to receive the sale money, to be held on trusts corresponding with 

those declared by the will with regard to the land. 

The remaining shares (b) belonged to another lady during her life 
and widowhood, with remainder to her children, but, these children 
being minors, the sale was effected by the tenant for life under the 
powers of the Settled Land Acts, trustees who had been appointed 
under these Acts joining to receive the sale money. 

As I had found considerable diversity of opinion amongst solicitors 
as to the liability of purchasers to see to the payment or commuta- 
tion of succession duty in cases of this kind, I thought it a con- 
venient opportunity for obtaining a definite statement of the views 
of the Inland Revenue authorities, and I, therefore, laid the whole 
facts before the Controller, who replied as follows :— 

As to (a): ‘‘ As the property devised by the testator’s will to his 
wife during her life or widowhood has been sold by her and the per- 
sons entitled on the termination of her interest by right of owner- 
ship, the duty which will be payable on her death or i 
be a charge upon the property, which it will follow into the hands of 
a purchaser, and the only way to get rid of this charge is to have the 
duty commuted.” 

And as to (b): ‘‘ Inasmuch as the sales are being effected under the 
provisions of the Settled Land Acts, and the proceeds are to be held 
upon the same trusts as the land sold, there is no need to commute 
duty. The duty will be chargeable on the termination of the interest 

of the testator’s widow according to the state of the facts at that 
time—that is, upon the unsold land, and the surplus proceeds of the 
land sold or the investments representing it.” H. D. B. 





ORIGINATING SUMMONSES IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I should be glad to be allowed to make a few remarks on 
this subject, as it appears to me that both the writer of the letter in 
your last issue and the writer of the article in your issue of the 31st 
of January have failed to appreciate the true position of the question 
as regards some of its most important bearings. 

It may well be doubted whether the framers of the rules under 
the Judicature Acts contemplated the existence of originating sum- 
monses on the common law side of the court. 

In the first place, previous to the Judicature Acts, an originating 
summons was exclusively a chancery proceeding, and it may well be 


ting the new 
one. True, the 
ting summons” are used in order 54 in rules which 


sum- 


This is a strong argument for the view that an 


Your correspondents emphasize the fact that, as regards Queen’s 


roceedings made in the cause-book. But why should 

The rules do not prescribe it, and if a new rule were 
processes for the mere sake of gratifying a barren desire 
Queen’s Bench aepeating summonses (so called), unlike most of 


y always ‘isolated applications,”” which 


proceedings’? in the sense contem- 


eader, 


entry at Stationers’ Hall; to enter satis- 
c. A mere perusal 


on; and this was 


do so, directed one 
financial 
ber, 1883.1 

, 1883. It 
related, the capital of the company consisted of 3,340 £5 shares 
up, and 18,100 £5 shares on which only £4 per share had been 


in which no account was taken 
ge AR 
on whic 

which £5 nominal had been paid, because the £5 shares had 
nothing paid on them. That very ittlo doubt that I Knew that Qn 
the 14th of March, 1884, in ae of Gardner's investigation, 
M’Calmont . 


May, 1884, 
Co £30,000 on certain securities, which included the 1,200 shares in 
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obviously the view taken by the practice masters when made 
the practice rule No. 7 nape Prac., 1890-1, 1218). ~~ 

In furtherance of contention that Queen’s Bench originating 
summonses should be put on the same footing as those in the 


Chancery Division, your instance such cases as ap- 
plications under the Married Women’s Act and the Con- 
veyancing Acts. But such ications on the common law side are 
extremely rare, and it would surely be highly i ient to intro- 


nee Spe Serene in practice for the sake of meeting very 
exceptional cases. 

Again, the writer of the letter in your last issue says that no 
record is kept of the important orders he refers to. In answer 
this I would refer him to ice rule No, 20 (Ann. Prac., 1890-1, 
1228), which directs that go apr dceeimah edbecke prams vam 
‘To sum up, I maintain that if the changes advocated were brought 
about, they would not conduce to uni of ice, and that if 
7 Se ee Se 7 onl ape yee ge 
in expense to the suitors, of unnecessary y; o 
increase of unnecessary in proceedings which are at present 
cheap, simple, and itious. 

The practice in these matters in the Queen’s Bench Division, what- 
ever slight anomalies there may be in it, does, in effect, work well, 
verre Atos dy—tapdl omy Benson BaD msde d a 
better, as regards the matters in question, i 
should be made to conform to the Queen’s crm P seni 


g 


will | Queen’s Bench to the Chancery practice. Vv. 





SALES UNDER EXECUTIONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The new rule 8 [R. 8. C. (Sales under ox seme gay Pyry 
120] says that the sheriff shall forward to the applicant a list of 
names and addresses of every person at whose instance any other 
writ of execution against the goods of the debtor has cage 
with him. Does this mean executions in the hands of the sh at 
that particular time, or does it mean executions which he may have 
had at any previous time, and which may or may not have been 
paid off ? ~HARvey. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re THE HALIFAX SUGAR REFINING CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 13th February. 


Company—Winpinc up—ConTRIBuTORY—PAYMENT FoR SHarzs rx Casu— 
Issuz or SHARES AS FULLY PAID UPp—NON-REGISTRATION OF ConrRacT— 
Estorpret By REPRESENTATION IN CERTIFICATES—PRINCIPAL AND AGENT— 
Norice ro AGENt—Compantgs Act, 1867, s. 25. 

This was an a from a decision of Stirling, J., that the executors of 
Hugh BI Galmont must be placed upon the list of contributories in the 
winding up of the above com mn 1,200 shares which were 
transferred to him on the 31st of January, 1885. M’Calmont was a partner 
ate of M’Calmont Brothers. teed far ss = ¥ 
in which one Fraser was a partner, formation, 

the company, and in consid of their services 1,200 £5 shares, 
credited as fully paid up, were, on the 6th ‘ 
me ont On See ee t ion tee the on rap ah 0 
section 25 of the Companies Act, , providing yment 

shares otherwise Can Soh, eee the Registrar of Joint-Stock 
Companies ; but ificates e 

ate a 2: of each share, were issued to the allotteos. 
In March, 1884, M’ ont, Ww 

the company, was —— Saunders, Needham, & Co., — Fraser 
(who was then the i of the company), to take some 

shares. M’Calmont, in order to assist him in deciding whether he would 
Gardner, the head clerk of his firm, to investigate the 
ition of the company. Gardner did this, and made an analysis 
se-chect of the company Sur the yononding Se 3ist of Decem 
from the to 
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vith reference to these wR, Jao chene Conia masooree notes at 


resent application he said: “I 
£4 had heen called. I not into consideration shares on 


take 2,000 
‘Calmont Brothers agreed to lend to Saunders, Needham, & 


uestion. The evidence shewed that, down to the 28th of January, 
1885, the certificates for the 1,200 shares remained in_ the hands of 
Saunders, Needham, & Co.; and there was no evidence that these certifi- 


cates were ced to M’Calmont, or to anyone on his behalf, 
to the advance of the £30,000. In Jaguary, 1885, Saunders, Neetbam, & 
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Co. applied to M’Calmont Brothers for a further advance. They refused 
to comply with this application, and required that the securities for the 
former advance, including the 1,200 shares in question, should be trans- 
ferred into the name of Hugh M’Calmont. Transfers, dated January 31, 
1885, were accordingly executed to him. The certificates of the shares 
were handed over to one Phillips, another clerk of M’Calmont, and the 
transfers were duly registered in the books of the company on January 31, 
1885. The company being in liquidation, the Tiquidator now sought to 
make M’Calmont’s executors liable as a contributory in respect of the 
1,200 shares, on the ground that M’Calmont had, or must be re ae to have 
had, know! or notice at the time, when the advance of £30,000 was 
originally and ‘the transfers taken, that the shares were -not fully 
= up in cash. Re London Celluloid Co. (39 Ch. D. 190) was relied on. 
executors denied that M’Calmont had any such knowledge or notice, 
and relied on Burkinshaw v. Nicolls (3 App. Cas. 1004). Gardner and 
Phillips were two of the executors. Phillips deposed that he had no notice 
or knowledge, at the time when he got the transfers executed, that. the 
1,200 shares had not been duly paid up in full, and that he believed them to 
have been fully paid be He said that if he had had any notice that the 
shares had not. been fully paia w, or that they were issued so as to require 
a registered contract to make them legally fully paid up, he would not 
have presented the transfers for registration. Gardner deposed that he 
had no notice, at the time of the application for the loan, or until after the 
transfers had been effected, that the shares had not been duly paid up in 
full, or required a registered contract to make them fully paid up, and that 
he believed them to have been duly paid in full in cash. But on cross- 
examination he admitted that in May, 1884, it passed through his mind 
that the 1,200 shares were part of the 3,340 shares which had not. been 
paid up in cash. Stirling, J., held that Gardner’s knowledge that the 
shares were not fully paid up must be imputed to M’Calmont, and that, 
consequently, his executors must be placed upon the list of contributories. 
Tue Covrr (Linptey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lrpizy, L.J., said that the allegation of the executors was that their 
testator had given value for the 1,200 shares, and had no notice that they 
were not fully paid up. It was conceded that the shares were not fully 
wary The company had no right to say that £5 had been paid up on 
these » When that sum had not been paid, and there was no regis- 
tered agreement with regard to them which would make that statement 
innocuous. If M’Calmont was a bond fide purchaser for value without 
notice, Burkinshaw v. Nicolls shewed that neither he nor his executors 
could be made contributories, notwithstanding the 25th section of the 
Companies Act, 1867. It was necessary for the liquidator to shew that 
M’Calmont had notice that the shares were not fully paid up. That 
M’Calmont had no actual knowledge of this fact was very likely true; but 
the question was, What was the knowlege of his agents? It was clear 
that Gardner kiew in March, 1884, that these shares were not fully paid 
in cash, and there was no reason for supposing that the knowledge 
which he then acquired was not present to his mind in May, 1884, when 
he received the letter from Saunders, Needham, & Co. When Phillips com- 
pleted the transaction, what was his position? It was said that Ph 8 
was not a mere clerk, but was commissioned to see this thing pro iy 
carried through. Phillips said that he thought the shares were paid up 
in cash. But M’Calmont must be treated as affected with the knowledge 
of Gardner that the shares were not paid up in cash, and there was no 
representation by the ar that there was a registered contract. 
Lorzs, L.J., concurred. Kay, L.J., said that it was plain from Gardner’s 
cross-examination that he knew the shares had not Soon paid up in cash. 
That knowledge must be imputed to him in May, 1884; and he also said 
that he did not believe there had been a registered contract which would 
have obviated the necessity for payment in full. It was impossible to 
resist the conclusion that the agent’s knowledge ought to be imputed to 
M’Calmont, and he must be taken to have had constructive notice that 
these shares had not been paid for in cash, and that there was no regis- 
agreement in respect of them.—CovnsgL, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., 
Buckley, Q.C., and J. T. Prior ; Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and 0. Leigh Clare. 
, J. § R. Gole ; Johnson, Bubb, & Johnson, 


Re LAWRENSON, PAYNE-COLLIER vy. VYSE—No. 2, 13th February. 


Wuu—Cossreveriox—Marnrep Woman—Restraist on ANTICIPATION— 
Girt or Anxurry anp Income or Restpve To Marrrep Woman ror 
Lare—‘ Annuity’ To BE suBsEcT TO RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION. 


The question in this case was, whether a direction contained in a will, 
that an annuity thereby bequeathed to a married woman for her life was 
to be for her separate use, without power of anticipation, extended also to 
the income of a share of the residue of the testator’s estate which was also 
given to her for her life. The testator directed that his trustees should 
stand of his residuary estate, upon trust out of the income there- 
of ae an annuity of £300 to Lawrenson for her life, an annuity 
of to Georgina Lawrenson for her life, and an annuity of £600 to 
Jane A orth for her life. And the testator directed that, in case his 

Jemima Aynsworth and Agnes Payne-Collier should jointly 

Lawrenson and Jane A orth, his trustees should pa 

or sums payable to eac ef them im equal shaves to hie 
and after the ve deaths of the said annuitants, 
lives, and the whole of the said annual sum or sums to 
during her life. And, subject to the trusts aforesaid, 
all other benefits thereinbefore mentioned, the trustees 
ssiduary estate upon trust to pay the remainder of the 

f as to one moiety to his niece Jemima Aynsworth 
as to the remaining moicty to his niece Agnes Payne- 
her life. And the testator directed that “the several 

bequeathed ’’ should be for the respective separate 
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use of the annuitant, without power of anticipation. The question (raised 
on behalf of Mrs. Payne-Collier) was, whether her share of the income of 
the residue was subject to the restraint on anticipation, as well as the 


annuity bequeathed to her by the will. Pearson, J. (in 1885), held that- 


the restraint extended to the income of residue, as well as to the annuity, 
His order was not drawn up till December, 1890. An appeal was now 
brought by Mrs. Payne-Collier. 

Tue Courr (Linpizy, Lopzs, and Kay, L.JJ.), affirmed the decision, 
Linoiey, L.J., said that, having regard to the testator’s intention, he had 
come to the same conclusion as Pearson, J. The share of the income of the 
residue was given by way of increase to the annuity, and no reason, so far 
as it appeared, could be given why the restraint on anticipation should 
have been imposed on the one and not on the other. Lopgs and Kay, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Cowunskx, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and C. Macnaghten ; Maid« 
low. Sotrcrrors, Mear § Fowler ; Taylor, Stileman, § Underwood. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PERRY v. EAMES AND OTHERS—Chitty, J., 17th February. 


Prescription Act, 1832 (2 & 3 Wu. 4, c. 71), ss. 1, 2, 3—Easemenr— 
Access or Licgut—PrerocativE or Crown—Lecat Estare in Trust 
For Crown—Cvustom or Lonpon. 


In this case the question arose whether the Crown is bound by the 
Prescription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71) in respect of rights or easements of 
light. It appeared that in 1820 a plot of land and buildings thereon in 
Basinghall-street, in the City of London, was purchased by the Crown, 
and conveyed to four subjects nominated by the Crown ‘‘in trust for his 
Majesty and his successors.’’ The buildings were pulled down, and what 
was the old Bankruptcy Court erected thereon. In 1886 (the legal estate 
being then vested in the Commissioners of her Majesty’s Works and 
Public Buildings) the land was sold to the defendant, who proceeded to 
erect buildings thereon, which the plaintiffs, who were lessors and lessees 
of neighbouring buildings, objected to as obstructing their ancient lights, 
and they claimed a right of access of light to their buildings over the site 
of the old Bankruptcy Court, subject only to the obstruction as formerly 
caused by that building. The defence was that the plaintiffs could not 
prescribe agaist. the Crown, through whom the defendant derived his 
title. The plaintiffs submitted that the effect of sections 1 and 2 of the 
Prescription Act, which mentioned the Crown, should be read into section 
3 of the Act, which dealt with rights of light, and they also drew a distinc- 
tion between the rights of the Crown and the rights of subjects holding in 
trust for the Crown. 

Curry, J., said that the argument of the plaintiffs was that the Crown 
was bound by necessary implication, although not mentioned in the 3rd 
section. It was true that the servient tenement was not expressly men- 
tioned in the section, although the words ‘‘ any local usage or custom to 
the contrary notwithstanding ’’ at the end of section 3 could only have 
applied to the servient tenement. But it was wholly immaterial whether 
the servient tenement was mentioned or not. The circumstance was not 
one from which intention to bind the Crown could be inferred, and was 
not sufficient to raise any implication. As to any argument that the right 
to light fell within the words “‘or other easement”’ in section 2, he was 
clear that whatever easements might be included in those words, rights of 
access of light were not included therein. The right of light was dealt 
with exclusively by section 3 and the subsequent ancillary sections. By the 
Act the right to light as between subject and subject was acquired 
independently by simple enjoyment for the statutory period of twenty 
years without the statutory interruption, unless the enjoyment be by con: 
sent or agreement expressly made or given by deed or writing. If section 
3 was contrasted with section 2, it would be found to cover, and more than 
cover, every case that could possibly fall within section 2. The statute 
provided a simpler mode for the acquisition of light than of other ease- 
ments or rights. As to any evidence of a right existing before the 
Prescription Act, that was set aside by the custom of London (Wynstanley 
v. Lee, 2 Swans. 339). As to the plaintiffs’ contention that the subjects of 
the Crown holding in trust for the Crown were bound, in ancient times 
it was not the practice to vest the legal estate in trust for the Crown, and 
so there was little or no direct ancient authority on the point. The 
second resolution in the Magdalen College case (11 Rep. 74b) appeared, how- 
ever, to be large enough to cover it—viz., that where the king has any 
pemertie estate, right, title, or interest he shall not be barred of them 

y the general words of an Act of Parliament. The Mersey Docks v. Cameron 
(11 H. L. Cas. 443) (yer Lord Cranworth) was likewise in point, as was 
also the j mt of Lord Blackburn in Rey. v. M’Cann (16 W. RB. 
397, p. 398, L. R. 3 Q. B. 141, p. 146). In the present case the Crown's 
absolute beneficial ownership for the ses of the Act was expressly 
manifested by a public statute (1 & 2 Geo. 4, c. 115), and it was obvious 
that the mode of vesting the legal estate was merely done for convenience. 
The actions were dismissed, with costs.—Counse., Seward Brice, Q.C., E. 
Beawmont, and Stokes; Byrne, Q.C., and Butcher ; Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
W. F. Hamilton. Sosacrtons, Munns § Longden ; Emanuel Round § Nathan ; 
Blakesley ; H. C. Morris. 


Te LONDON AND SUBURBAN CO-OPERATIVE STORES (LIM.)— 
Chitty, J., 17th February. 
Pracrice—Comrany—ProvistonaL, Liquipaton—Comranies (WINDING-Ur) 
Act, 1890, 6. 12—Rvz 32. 

In this case an application was made by a creditor and shareholder 
who had presented a winding-up petition for the appointment of a provi- 
sional liquidator to protect the assets and carry on the business of the 
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company, but without borrowing powers; and a question arose whether, 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, the proper person to be 
appointed was the official receiver, or whether rule 32 of the rules under 
the Act had no application to cases where the liquidator was to carry on 
the business of the company. 

y, J., after directing the registrar to communicate with the official 
receiver, and receiving a reply from that officer expressing his i 
to act, appointed him provisional liquidator in the terms of the applica- 
tion.—CounseL, Eve; Emden. Soxtcrrons, Sweetland § Greenhill ; Vallance § 
Vallance. 


SMITH »v, ANDREWS—North, J., 12th February. 


Evyipence—ApmisstnrLiry—Entries IN Parish Rare-nooxs—Acrion To 
ESTABLISH Ricut oF SeveRAL FisHery. 


The plaintiff in this action claimed to be entitled to a right of several 
fishery in the River Thames, near Maidenhead, the river being navigable, 
but non-tidal, and he asked for an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from infringing his right by fishing at the place in question. In support 
of the plaintiff's title entries in old rate-books of the parish were ten- 
dered for the purpose of shewing that at the date of the entries the fishery 
was rated for the relief of the poor as private property, and that, there- 
fore, the public could have no right to it. The were produced from 
the custody of the master of the workhouse of the union in which the 
parish was situate. On behalf of the defendant it was contended that the 
entries were not admissible in proof of a private right. 

Nortu, J., admitted the evidence, holding, on the authority of Slater v. 
Hodgson (9 Q. B. 727), that the books came from proper custody, and, 
on the authority of Doe v. Seaton (2 A. & E. 171), that the entries were 
admissible for the purpose desired. They were some evidence who was 
the owner or occupier of the property at the time.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C:, Willis Bund, and Stuart Moore ; Henn Collins, Q.C., and Abinger. 
Souicrrons, Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. ; Bernard Abraham § Co. 


THYNNE v. SARL—North, J., 17th February. 


Practics—ForectosurrE— Orper AxssoLuTe—OrpgR FOR DELIVERY oF 
Possgssion —IpENTIFICATION OF Mortcacep Prorrrty—R. 8. C., 
XLVII., 1, 2. 

A question arose in this case as to the proper form of an order for the 
delivery of possession of mortgaged property by the mortgagor to the mort- 
gagee on an order for foreclosure absolute being made. The order nisi 
provided that, upon default by the defendants in paying the amount which 
should be found due from them within the time appointed, they shonld be 
foreclosed of all equity of redemption in “the hereditaments comprised 
in the said mortgage.’’ The defendants made default, and the plaintiffs 
then applied for an order of foreclosure absolute and an order for the 
delivery of possession of the property by the defendants to the plaintiffs. 
An order was made accordingly in chambers, the minutes of which, as 
delivered out by the registrar, provided that the defendants should stand 
absolutely foreclosed “‘ of all equity of redemption in the hereditaments 
comprised in the said mortgage.’’ The order proceeded to direct that the 
defendants should, within seven days after service of the order on them, 
“deliver to the plaintiffs possession of the said mo: hereditaments.”’ 
When the plaintiffs’ solicitors took the order to the Writ Department, in 
order to obtain a writ of possession, the official refused to issue a writ, on 
the ground that the order for delivery of possession did not sufficiently 
indentify the property, so as to enablea proper description to be inserted 
in the writ for the guidance of the sheriff. The vapid said that the 
order was in the ordinary form. 

Nortu, J., said that the order, so far as it was an order for foreclosure 
absolute, ought to follow the terms of the order nisi. But in that part of 
the order which dealt with delivery of ssion he could see no objec- 
tion to adding (after the words “‘ the said mortgaged hereditaments ’’) the 
words ‘‘ consisting of ’’ and then inserting the description of the property 
contained in the mortgage deed. It was quite right that the order for 
delivery of possession should indicate the property of which possession was 
to be delivered. And it might, perhaps, be convenient in future to insert 
in orders nisi for foreclosure the description of the property contained in 
the mortgage deed.—Counset, Micklem. Sourcrrors, Trollope § Winck- 
tworth. 


THE EARL OF JERSEY ». THE UXBRIDGE UNION RURAL SANITARY 
AUTHORITY—Stirling, J., 13th February. 
Execvutron—Etecrr—Lanp or Loca Avutuorrry—Liasiniry ror Past 
Dest. 


This was a motion on behalf of the Uxbri 
Authority asking that a writ of elegit, issued in the above action on 
January 22, 1891, and directed to the sheriff of Middlesex, might be dis- 
changed or set aside, on the ground that the defendants could not now 
legally pay the debt, in respect of which execution had been issued, out of 
funds in their hands or out of rates to be raised, and that no execution 
could be issued against the property of the defendants in respect of a debt 
which they could not legally pay. The following were the material 
facts :—In 1885 Lord Jersey succeeded in an action for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from discharging se into a watercourse on 
his property, and the defendants were ord to ° Pay his costs. For 
some reason or other, the costs were not finally tax April 25, 1890 
when they were certified by the taxing master at £633 2s. 10d. Lord 
Jersey obtained a garnishee order nisi, attaching certain sums in the hands 


Union Rural Sanitary 


ground that the sums in question, being sums raised to meet the expenses 
Sf the year 1890, were not liable ¢ 

not in form be obtained on 
obtained in 1885. The plaintiff 


-——r It was too much to assume ‘because Vaughan 

BE gat pe perp ae ag cen dg was not entitled to be 
out of rates or moneys ig yo 

Jereay's just debt. His lordchip’ then referred. to, ddierney 

ersey’s just t. : +General -v. 

Wilkinson (28 L. J. Ch, 392, 29 Ibid. 41), which he held was not ve 

as the injunction was there granted only in of the rates, and 

Worrall Waterworks Co. v. Lloyd (L. R. 1 

that the land belonging to a local board was liable to be taken undera 

writ of clegit, and which Lege! 9 Sacie- of 

might cause a serious failure of justi i 

were not allowed to have an inquiry made by the sheriff under 

prise (achentorngh phn gig: Siatoweny Aer g ~ 7 of 

some property of such a character might properly applied in 

payment of the plaintiff"s debt. If it do 

might have considerable difficulties in his way, “ 

tion to set aside this writ was premature, an ismi with 

costs.—CounsEL, Macmorran ; Pollard and Hornell. Soxtcrrors, Gamlin § 

Burdett, for Woodbridge, Uxbridge ; Freshfields. 


ENGEL v. THE SOUTH METROPOLITAN BREWING AND BOTTLING CO. 
(LIM.)—Stirling, J., 13th February. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—DisTREss FoR Renr—Company—WInprxc vp. 

This was an application by a landlord for leave to prosecute a distress 
which he had levied on the defendant company’s premises, a receiver of 
the assets of the company having been appointed after the bailiff was in 
possession under the distress. 

Src, J., held it was clear that, upon the facts of the case and the 
law as last laid down in Underhay v. Read (36 W. R. 75, 298, 20 Q. B. D. 
209), this motion was unnecessary, and must be i with costs.— 
Counsgex, Alexander Young; Solomon. Soxrcrtors, J. Holmes § Son; H. 
Montagu. 


ASHLING v. BOON—Kekewich, J., 12th February. 
Evinence—Promissory Norre—Insurrictsnt Sramep—Evipence ror Cor- 
LATERAL Pvrpose—Stamp Act, 1870, s. 54, sus-seqrion 1, 

The defendant in this action claimed to have made certain advances, and 
he tendered as evidence of one of the loans a promissory note for £40 
which was stamped with a penny stamp only. It was admitted that the 
document was a promissory note and insufficiently stamped as such, but it 
was argued that, although it could not be admitted as a promissory note, it 
ought to be admitted as evidence of the receipt of the money. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the ripe 8 of the money was of the essence of 
the promissory note, and that to it itas evidence of the loan would 
not be to admit it for collateral p , but would be making it available 
in the very way that the Stamp Act, 1870, said should not be done. He, 
therefore, felt bound to reject it as evidence.—CounsEL, Renshaw, Q.C., 
and E. Bray; Marten, Q.C., and C. E. Jenkins. Souicrrons, Harper $ 
Battcock ; W. B. Glasier, for J. 8. B. Glasier, King’s Lynn. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REEVE v. GIBSON—10th February. 


Practrice—Costs—Sum Recoverep tess THAN £10—Sraturory Ricut to 
FULL INDEMNITY—Dramatic Corrricut—3 & 4 Wirt. 4, c. 15, s. 2—5 
& 6 Vicr. c. 97, s. 2—Counry Courts Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. ¢. 43), 
s. 116. 
This case raised a uestion as to the taxation of the costs of a successful 
laintiff in an poeril, wesmee~ under the Dramatic Copyright Act (3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 15) for penalties for the infringement of the copyright in a 
lay. ‘The action was brought in the High Court and £12 was claimed, 
being forty shillings in ot eon oft oiaee 255 of the 
plaintiff's copyright in a called ‘“‘ The Area .”* The defendants 
admitted their liability in respect of four sapere w wher) paid £8 into 
court. The plaintiff took this sum of his claim and 
applied to have his costs taxed on 
re so to tax them, and the plain 
chambers, who referred the application to 
10 


the Will. 
4, c. 15, s. 2, provides that a person who has the author's right 
by rte Bed 8. his without leave shall a Tae to the payment of 
an amount not less forty shillings for each such representation, 
‘together with double costs of sui 
provides that the party who woul 
shall receive ereof ‘* such 
all costs, charges, and expenses incurred in and about any action, suit, 
or other | on mall bo taaell by Oe Fiala on Vie. Oo 
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of the defendants’ treasurer, in order to obtain payment of that amount 
on A 7, 1890; but on October 3 it was set aside by the vacation 


udge (Vaughan Williams, J.), on the motion of the defendants, on the , 
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statutory right, and neither on contract nor on tort, and section 116 did 
not apply. On the other side it was contended that the sums of forty 

which were recoverable were damages for a tort, and that section 
116 applied: Adams v. Batley (35 W. R. 437, 18 Q. B. D. 625); and that, 
in spite of the provisions as to costs in the Acts, the court had full discre- 
tion to deal with costs under ord. 65, r. 1. 

Wns, J., thought that the plaintiff was entitled to have his costs taxed in 
the High Court according to the statute, but the question was one of 
difficulty. The plaintiff had recovered this sum, not at common law, but by 
virtue of the statute under which he had brought the defendant before the 
court, and had obtained the sum through the process of the court—that 
was, through the machinery of order 22. Rule 7 of that order dealt with 
taxation of plaintiff’s costs, but that meant costs in the ordinary sense, 
costs incidental to the main subject of relief, not costs specially given 
by a statute. Costs which were regulated by Act of Parliament must have 
been so dealt with on considerations of public policy. It was not 

to consider why this distinction as to costs had been made; the 
only question was, Had there been such legislation? Then the amending 
Act said that instead of such costs the plaintiff was to have a full in- 
demnity ; that shewed that these were not costs in the ordinary sense. 
Ordinary costs were party and party costs, and a judge of the Queen’s 
Bench Division had in an ordinary case no jurisdiction to give costs as 
between solicitor and client, or any costs different from those provided for 
by the Rules of Court, certainly not costsin the nature of a indemnity. 
Where a plaintiff was ordered to pay solicitor and client costs, the taxation 
on the footing that the costs were reasonable costs for him to 
pay, whereas the costs cue from the client to his solicitor might be un- 
reasonable owing to the conduct of the client; where taxation took place 
under a direction such as that in the Act under discussion, the taxation 
‘was on a more liberal scale than in the case of a taxation of solicitor and 
client costs. Those were ti: principles on which the masters taxed. 
Therefore, it was clear that this direction was different from an ordinary 
award of costs to which the County Courts Act and the Orders of Court 
applied. It was not necessary to decide whether this was an action 
founded on contract or tort, but the view which had been expressed by 
Pollock, B., ina recent unreported case, that such actions were not founded 
on either contract or tort, seemed to be correct. Apart from that ques- 
tion, the plaintiff was entitled to what he asked for. VaucHan WILLIAMS, 
J., doubted whether these costs were so different from ordinary costs that 
section 116 of the County Courts Act and the Rules of Court would not 
apply. The court had, however, a discretion to order these costs to be paid. 
pleadings and affidavits must be looked at to see if a case fell within 
the statute, and if it did these costs could be ordered. Here the sum re- 
covered was liquidated damages, the amount of which was fixed by the 
statute, the case fell within the statute, and the costs ought to be taxed 
as the statute directed.—CovunseL, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Morton Smith ; 
J. E. Bankes. Soutcrronrs, Tilson ; Brown §& Woolnough. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte TOBIAS, Re TOBIAS & CO.—Q. B. Div., 16th February. 


BankruPptcy—DiscHaRGE—AnsotuTe Rervsat—Seconp APPLICATION FOR 
Discuarce—Ricut or BANKRUPT TO APPLY DE NOVO—RIGHT TO APPLY 
vor A Revrew—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, ss. 28, 104. 


An important question was raised in this case as to the right of a bank- 
rupt to make a second application for discharge. The debtor was 
adjudicated bankrupt in 1884, and applied for his discharge on October 
31, 1884, which was refused. On October 17, 1890, the bankrupt applied 
de novo to the county court for an order of discharge, or in the alternative 
for an order reviewing the order of October 31, 1884. In the course of 
the hearing the bankrupt’s counsel abandoned the application for a review, 


and the application de novo for a discharge was refused. The bankrupt now 
a 


jppealed. 

Cavz, J., said that the case raised for determination the questions which 
were discussed, but upon which no decision was given, in the case of Re 
Lloyd, Ez parte Lloyd (6 Morrell’s Bankruptcy Cases, 297), and the county 
court judge was right in regarding that case as no authority upon the 
point which alone came before him. Where upon the hearing of the 
application of the bankrupt the judge was of opinion that the applicant 
was not entitled to an absolute discharge, and also felt himself unable to 
fix a period of suspension, he might, in refusing to grant a discharge, 
reserve liberty to the bankrupt to apply again, and if he did so, the 
bankrupt might apply again in pursuance of the leave reserved as a 
matter of right, but having regard to the power of rehearing hereafter 
referred to, it would be more convenient that in such a case the judge 
should refuse the discharge absolutely. Where the discharge was absolutely 
refused, the bankrupt could not apply de novo as a matter of right, as was 
sought to be done in the present case, and the learned judge was justified, 
after the abandonment of the application for a review, in making the order 
which he did, and indeed he had no power to entertain the application, 
the refusal of October 31, 1884, having been, as he said, an absolute refusal. 
Was, then, the tion of a bankrupt whose order of discharge had been 
refused, and rightly refused, on his application an utterly hopeless one, 
and must he, no matter how exemplary his subsequent behaviour, be 
compelled to go through the remainder of his life as an undischarged 

pt? The court would be very sorry to think that this was so, and 
it agreed with the county court judge that the refusal of a discharge was 
the very order above all others which might with advantage be contldennl 
after the lapse of time. The power of reconsidering an absolute refusal 
appeared to be conferred on the court by section 104 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, which provided that every court having jurisdiction in bank- 





ruptcy under the Act might ‘‘ review, rescind, or vary any order made by 


it under its bankruptcy jurisdiction.” This section gave the courta 


discretion of the widest and most far-reaching c r, and when 
properly exercised it was so beneficial in operation, and so calculated to 
advance the ends of justice, that it ought not to be restrained by 
being construed in any niggardly spirit. One general, although not 
invariable, rule had been laid down for guiding the court in the exercise 
of its discretion under this section—namely, that the court should not 
grant a rehearing where the only object of the applicant was to obtain 
another opportunity for appealing from the decision of the judge when 
he had let the time for appealing from the original decision go by. The 
practice of fixing a limit of time on the powers to appeal was derived from the 
opinion that, where litigants had gone to trial, and the court had decided 
between them, it was inexpedient that the defeated party should be 
allowed to reopen the litigation at any distance of time. In such a case 
as the present, however, where the refusal of the discharge operated as a 
punishment on the bankrupt, there could be no reason why the punish- 
ment should not be remitted at any distance of time if it could be shewn 
that the object of the punishment had been effected. There could be no 
doubt that the judge was at liberty to hear an application to renew the 
order of the 31st of October, 1884, if he thought a primé facie case was 
made out for such an indulgence. The application for a review was 
abandoned because it was supposed (and wrongly supposed) that an ap- 
plication for a review could only be founded on evicence which might 
have been before the court on the original application. There was nothing 
at all in the section to warrant that limitation, nor could such a con- 
clusion be properly drawn from Re Lloyd. The county court judge had 
discussed the merits of the case in order that the court might consider it 
upon the merits ifit was of opinion that he had power to hear the appli- 
cation, and as he had the power to rehear his former decision of the 31st 
of October, 1884, there seemed no reason why the court should not pro- 
ceed to deal with the case at once ins of sending it back, which 
would only occasion unnecessary expense. The conduct of the bankrupt 
since his bankruptcy appeared to have been very creditable, and, looking 
at all the facts, and having regard to the scale of punishment adopted 
under the Act of 1883, it seemed that the suspension of the bankrupt’s 
discharge for nearly seven years was a sufficient punishment, and that he 
should now have his discharge. VauaHan Wrtu1ams, J., concurred.— 
Counsen, W. F. Taylor; Muir Mackenzie. Sourcrrors, Whitley ¢ Co., 
Liverpool ; The “Solicitor to the Board oy Trade. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
WESTACOTT v. BEVAN—Q. B. Div., 12th February. 


Sortrcrrorn—Cuarcinc Orper—Sum ReEcoverED oR PrEsERVED—MOoNEY 
PAID 1nTO Court BY DeFENDANT—SuccessFuL CouNTER-CLAIM—PROPERTY 
** RECOVERED OR PREsERVED’”’—Souictrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 
127), s. 28. 


This was an appeal brought to determine the right of the plaintiffs’ 
solicitor to a charging order upon a sum of £465 which, he claimed, had 
been recovered or preserved in the action. The action was for work done 
by the plaintiffs to defendants’ ship; the defendants by order of Lawrance, 
J., paid £745 into court, at the same time they put in a defence alleging 
that £500 was sufficient to satisfy any claim, if liability existed, which 
they denied. They also made a counter-claim for delay in the execution 
of the work on the ship. The sum paid into court was not taken out. 
The substantial questions in the action were referred to an official referee, 
who found that the plaintiffs had made out their claim to £465 (including a 
sum of £15 given to them by the jury for a trespass), and that the defendants’ 
counter-claim was proved to the extent of £210. On this finding Charles, 
J., ordered that £255 out of the £745 in court should be paid out to the 
plaintiffs, and the balance to the defendants; then, hearing that there was 
a charging order, he directed that there should be no payment out until 
this question should be decided by the court. The charging order was 
made ex parte by Huddleston, B., on the Ist of November, 1890, and con- 
firmed by Pollock, B., on the 12th, and was upon the whole sum paid in. 
The plaintiffs’ solicitor claimed that his charge was valid to the extent of 
the £465 as to which the plaintiffs had been successful, without deducting 
the £255, the amount successfully counter-claimed. ‘The defendants now 
applied to discharge the charging order. They cited Pringle v. Gloag (27 
W. R. 574, 10 Ch. D. 676), Rowlands v. Williams (29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
651). On behalf of the solicitor, it was contended that, as the money paid 
into court might have been taken out by the oo it was ‘‘ recovered 
or preserved’? within the Solicitors Act, 1860, s. 28: Emden v. Carte (30 
W. R. 17, 19 Ch. D. 311), Moxon v. Sheppard (388 W. R. 704, 24 Q. B. D. 
627) ; also that the claim and counter-claim were in effect separate actions, 
in the former of which the plaintiff had been successful : Amon v. Bobbet? 
(37 W. R. 329, 22 Q. B. D. B43). 

Wuzs, J.—I am of opinion that the claim of the solicitor to a charge on 
this fund cannot be tained. The ents t3 the contrary would 
lead to a very unfair result, and cannot supported on principle. It 
was argued that, as this £745 was paid into court, the plaintiffs might at 
any time have taken it out, and that it was, therefore, a sum recovered, 
or at least preserved. I think that this argument contains a fallacy, but, 
even if it were correct, the result would be that the lien would only ex- 
tend to the solicitor’s costs up to the date when the money might have 
been taken out, because the subsequent proceedings did not preserve, but 

the sum. But the fund was not at the sal of the plain- 
tiff; he could only get it by abandoning the rest of his demand. In 
Emden vy. Carte that difficulty was cl out of the way, because the 
plaintiffs had abandoned the rest of their claim, and the sym was at their 
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disposal. The language there used is perfectly accurate with reference to 
the facts of that case, but has no application to the case before us; here 
the sum was not preserved by the solicitor. Again, it has been 

that the claim and the counter-claim are really two independent actions. 
But in all the cases which were cited the expressions used by the judges 
are qualified in such a way as to prevent their applicability to the present 
case. This is not a question of costs, and as to justice, I cannot imagine 
anything more unjust than the result to which we are asked to come. 
Ordinarily speaking, if a counter-claim relates to a matter totally uncon- 
nected with the claim, the jurisdiction conferred by ord. 19, r. 3, to re- 
fuse the defendant permission to avail himself of the counter-claim would 
be exercised. But cross-claims, such as these, are intimately connected 
with each other, and it would be p: rous to deny the defendants’ 
right to set up a counter-claim ; it is one action, and ought to have one 
result. Although for the purpose, and only for the purpose, of giving the 
proper direction to the taxing master, the form of judgment is for so 
much to the plaintiff on the claim and so much to the defendant on the 
counter-claim, yet it is the balance which is the sum effectively recovered— 
the result of the litigation. I cannot express my opinion better than in 
the words of Hall, V.C., in Roberts v. Brice (26 W. R. 393, 8 Ch. D. 198), 
where he says: ‘‘ The — is, that where a solicitor is employed in a 
suit or action, he must be considered as havingadopted the proceedings from 
the beginning to the end, and acted for better or worse; . . . hemay enforce 
his lien for any balance which may appear to be in favour of his client.’’ 
It seems to me that on principle this claim fails ; the lien attaches only to 
the balance for which the plaintiffs really get judgment, and which is the 
sum really recovered in the action. VavcHan Wiiu1ams, J.—I am of the 
same opinion. The argument on behalf of the solicitor seemed to be 
founded upon a passage on page 174 of the current edition of the Annual 
Practice. It was said that where a defendant has paid money into court 
the lien of the plaintiffs’ solicitor attaches, no matter what may be the re- 
sult of the whole action. The result would be so monstrously unjust that 
the contention only requires to be stated to answer itself. As to the right 
of set-off, it was admitted that where judgments can properly be set off 
one against another the charging order must be limited to the balance ; 
but it was said that where you have, as in the present case, a claim and a 
counter-claim flowing out of the same matter, the amount recovered by 
the defendant on the counter-claim cannot as of right be set off against 
the amount recovered by the plaintiff on the claim. There may be cases 
in which the claim and the counter-claim are so foreign to each other that 
a set-off cannot arise. But here they arise out of the same contract, and 
there clearly is a right to set-off. That is the result of the case of Mersey 
Steamship Co. v. Shuttleworth (32 W. R. 245, 11 Q. B. D. 531), where it was 
decided that a counter-claim was so much in the nature of a set-off that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to judgment until it had been disposed of. 
It follows that in cases where the claim and counter-claim arise out of the 
same matter the charging order of the plaintiff’s solicitor must be limited 
to the balance actually recovered.—Covunsgt, EF. U. Bullen; H. F. Dickens. 
Soutcrrors, F. W. § H. Hilbury ; Robert Greening. 


BOYDELL v. MILLAR—Q. B. Div., 16th February. 


Practice—Costs—County Courrs—AcTion BEGUN IN Hicu Court, But 
TRANSMITTED To Country Covurt—Cxance or Souicrrors—Ricut oF 
Sorrcrror to Svz unis Cirent For Costs INCURRED IN HicH Court— 
County Courts Act, 1888, s. 118. 


Appeal from a judgment of nonsuit given by the judge of the 
Clerkenwell County Court. The action was brought in the Clerkenwell 
County Court by the plaintiff, who is a solicitor, to recover from his 
client a bill of costs amounting to about £16, incurred under the following 
circumstances :—The present defendant, Millar, had a claim for work and 
labour done for about £30 against one McIvor. The present plaintiff, Mr. 
Boydell, acted as Millar’s solicitor with regard to this claim against 
MclIvor, and, from the instructions given, it was supposed that McIvor 
would not defend the action, whereupon Millar, on the advice of his soli - 
citor, brought an action in the High Court against MoIvor for the amount 
claimed, although under £50, with the view of getting judgment under 
order 14. A writ was, therefore, issued in the action of Millar v. MeIvor ; 
the defendant, McIvor, did not appear, and judgment was signed for the 
amount claimed and execution issued, but subsequently McIvor — 
at chambers, and asked that the judgment and execution should be set 
aside, on the und that the amount was excessive, and that there was a 
claim for negligence. The master made an order that the defendant 
should be allowed to come in to defend on paying the a into court. 
Then the present plaintiff, on the instructions of his client, Millar, applied 
for and obtained an order transmitting the action for trial to Marylebone 
County Court. The action of Millar v. McIvor was then transmitted to the 
county court, where it was tried, and resulted in a verdict for the plaintiff, 
Millar, for the whole amount claimed, with costs. After the order was 
obtained transferring the action to the county court, the plaintiff 
changed his solicitor, and Mr. Boydell ceased to act for him as his solici- 
tor, and he never, in fact, acted for Millar in the county court. At the 
taxation of costs by the county court registrar, the taxed the 
costs of Millar v. McIvor on the county court scale, and Millar obtained 
£6 from MclIvor in respect of that taxation. If the costs of the pro- 
ceedings in the High Court had been taxed on the High Court scale, they 
would have amounted to £16 12s. 2d., and that would have been the 
amount payable to Mr. Boydell in respect of his costs incurred in the 

h Court. This sum not having been allowed on taxation, the present 
action was brought to recover the same, but the learned judge thought 
that these costs came within section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and that, not having been allowed on taxation as therein Provided, ref 
could not be recovered from the client; he accordingly held that he 





Oe rit Ue noes ene te coal We cee and he nonsuited the 
plaintiff, but gave leave to - The h pos 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, : costs and charges 
between party and party shall be taxed by the registrar of the court in 
which such costs and charges were incurred, but his taxation may be 
reviewed by the judge on the costs or 
charges shall be allowed on i 
the scale then in force. All costs and charges between solicitor and client 
shall, on the application either of the solicitor or client, but not otherwise, 
be taxed by the registrar of the court in which such costs 
incurred, but his taxation may be reviewed by the judge 
tion of either party, and no costs or charges be 
taxation which are not sanctioned by the scale then in 
registrar shall be satisfied that the client has — 
them, in which case they may be allowed ; and no solicitor have 
right to recover from his client any costs or 
have been allowed on taxation,’’ 
Cave, J., read the following judgment :—This is an 
county court by the plaintiff, who is a solicitor, to recover a bill amount- 
ing to £16 against the defendant. At the trial the retainer was admitted, 
but it was alleged that the costs came within section 118 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, and not having been allowed on taxation as therein pro- 
vided, could not be recovered from the client. The learned judge was of 
this opinion, and nonsuited the plaintiff. The action in respect of which 
these costs were claimed was commenced and certain proceedings were 
taken in the High Court, but after a time the plaintiff, by his client’s 
directions, applied for and obtained an order remitting the action for trial 
to the County Court of Marylebone. After the order was obtained the 
plaintiff ceased to act for the defendant, and never in fact acted as his 
solicitor in the county court. Under these circumstances it seems to me to 
be unnecessary to consider what the plaintiff’s position would have been if 
he had gone on with the action in the county court. He did not do so, 
and therefore I think it is impossible to bring the case within section 118, 
as none of the plaintiff’s charges are for work done in any county court. 
What, then, was the judge todo? If the defendant had applied to him 
for an adjournment to enable him to get an order of this court 
the bill to a master for taxation, the judge might very reasonably have 
adjourned the trial to enable this to be done. If the defendant not 
a Oe Se eae oe Se Sh bound try the case 
himself, and decide u reasonableness propriety of the charges. 
The case must back to be tried by the county court judge, unless 
defendant desires to have the usual reference to a master to tax, and 
defendant must pay the costs of the appeal, and such of the costs below 
may have been thrown away. VavcHan Wii.14Ms, J., concurred in the 
above judgment. Order that the case should go back to the county court 
judge for a new trial.—Counsgt, R. M. Bray ; Lynch. Souiscrrors, W. T. 
Boydell ; John Evans. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 

The sixty-seventh annual meeting of the —— of the above society 
was held at the office, in Fleet-street, on Wednesday, the 18th inst., Sir 
William James Farrer in the chair. 

The following report of the directors to the proprietors for the year 
ending 31st December, 1890, was presented :— 

The directors have pleasure in submitting their sixty-seventh annual 
report, shewing the result of the operations of the society for the year 
ending 31st December, 1890. 

The number of policies effected during the year was 392, assuring the 
sum of £674,085, and of this amount re-assurances to the extent of £138,475 
were effected with other offices, leaving £535,610 at the society’s own risk. 

The new premiums received during the year (excluding e premiums) 
amounted to £15,127 19s. 4d., and of this sum £2,092 3s. was paid as pre- 
miums for the above re-assurances, leaving £13,035 16s. 4d. as the net 
amount. 

In addition the society received di the year new single premiums 
amounting to £6,148 Lls. 3d., and of sum £1,377 14s. 6d. was paid 
for re-assurances. 

The following statement shows the improvement in the society’s new 
business during the last three years :— 

















SUMS ASSURED. 
YEAR. NO. OF POLICIES ISSUED. 
GROSS. NET. 
eit Fs £ 
1888 210 321,285 254,935 
1889 300 409,462 353,562 
1890 392 674,085 535,610 











The total net ye income for the year 1890 was £216,305 16s. 3d., 
as compared with £212,939 17s. 8d. for the year 1889, thus showing an in- 
crease of £3,365 18s. 7d. 

The average rate of interest on the society’s funds during the year was 
£4 3s. 11d. cent. 

The pone wal of ae commission and the ex- 
penses of the valuation during e same period, represent £11 14s. 7d. per 
cent.; or, excluding the special expenses of the valuation, £11 4s. per 
cent. of the net premium income, 
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The claims paid during the year (including an endowment assurance for 
£1,000, which matured) were in respect of 164 policies upon 128 lives 
assuring (after deducting £5,000 re-assured) £195,021, the bonuses on 
which amounted to £111,766. The bonuses on ipa 
became claims during the year (the bonuses attaching to which had not 
been previously surrendered) averaged 68 per cent. of the original sums 
assured. ‘The corresponding proportion for the year 1889 was 66 per cent. 

The average age at death of the lives assured under policies which be- 
came claims during the year was 70 years, and the average duration of 
such policies was 33 years. 

The amount paid in claims in 1890 was about £113,000 less than the 
expected amount according to the H™ table of mortality on which the 
society’s valuations are based. 

The directors propose to pay to the proprietors in April next a dividend, 

interim bonus, of 10s. per share (being at the rate of 5 per cent. 
per annum) for the second half of the year 1890. 

The Cuareman, in moving the adoption of the report, said : Gentlemen, 
you will have observed from the notice convening the meeting that there 
are two subjects that we have to deal with to-day. First of all, there is 
the report of the directors to the annual meeting of the society, which 
constitutes our ordinary business. Further, there is an alteration which 
the directors suggest should be made in the deed of settlement, to which I 
shall have to call your attention. I think, with your approval, it will be 
convenient if we take those two subjects separately, and I will now 
confine myself to the first a we have to deal with to-day—namely, 
our general report. I should like to call your special attention to the 
second and next following clauses of the report. The second clause is, 
“The number of policies effected during the year was 392, assuring the 
sum of £674,085, and of this amount re-assurances to the extent of £138,475 
were effected with other offices, leaving £535,610 at the society’s own risk.” 
Now, I want to pause upon that paragraph, because I should like you to 
consider what it means. For many years back, until last year, we have 
been in the habit of considering that our new business was about 
£300,000 a'year. You will see now that our policies effected during last 
year amounted td no less a sum than £674,000. Let me call the special 
attention of the meeting to the fact that it is for the first time since the 
year 1844 that we have reached anything like that amount. You would 
ask whether I have any reason for dealing with the year 1844. I have, and 
my reason is this—that it was about that time that competitors—fair, 
honourable competitors, competitors with whom we have great pleasure in 
doing business—came into the field, and took from us much of the business 
from legal circles which, up to that time, had been pretty completely in the 
hands of the Law Life office. I hope that we have now turned the corner, 
and that we shall, in spite of that particular competition, be able to hold 
our own against, not only that competition, but all other that may be 
offered to us. Now, gentlemen, those new policies realized for us new 
annual premiums amounting to £15,127, of which £2,092 was paid as 
premiums for re-assurances. The total new premiums (including the 
single premiums) are the largest in amount we have received in any one 
year since the year 1849. How has this business been got? It has been 
said that many of our policies are connected with loans, and that practi- 
cally many policies effected are security for loans to us. Be itso. I am 
well content that it should be so, and I could only wish that our business 
was even larger in that direction than it is. However, of the large new 
business in 1890 our endowment assurances unconnected with loans ex- 
ceeded those of last year by £34,000, and our new whole-life policies 
issued independently of loans, and excluding re-assurances, exceeded 
similar policies in 1889 by £70,000. You will observe from the 
table that is given in the middle of the report the progress that 
we have been making during the last two or three years. The net 
amount of sums assured in 1889 exceeded those assured in 1888 by £99,000, 
and the net amount assured in 1890 is again considerably in excess of 
the business in 1889. You will see it is £535,000 as compared with 
£353,000. So much for the new business that we have been transacting. 
Now I come to a question to which all of us who have to deal with large 
funds must give anxious consideration—that is, the rate of interest. You 
are all aware as the wealth of the country has increased so necessarily the 
rate of interest upon existing securities has been diminishing. I think it 
Will be satisfactory to you to know that during the year the rate of interest on 
our securities varied very little, indeed, only by the merest nominal 
amount from that of the preceding year. For the year 1889 our average 
rate of interest on the whole of our fund was four guineas per cent. Last 
year it was £4 3s. 11d., a variation of a penny, which I do not think ic 
worth taking into consideration. Practically, you may say the rate of 
interest is what it was during the preceding year, four guineas. Then 
comes an item, the expenses of management, upon which I should like 
to say a-word. You will observe that the amount is £11 14s. 7d. per 
cent., or excluding some special expenses incident to last year, which 
you will all remember was a bonus year, and which involved im- 
portant , and therefore involved extra payment for work 
dome, our of management amount to £11 4s. per cent. of our 
aang income. Now that is a figure which is in itself very satisfactory, 

it is no less than two per cent. below the average rate of expenses 
Of management amongst Pritish offices. It is a slight increase upon the 
of management of former years, but I think you will recognize 
that that is a necessary incident to our position. We Five wn 


the peat oes the last two or three years to replace the Law Life 
in the mn ch it held a certain number of years ago, and as a 
oeeallcw as we have had to pay a sum of money, very small in 


to the increase, in order to obtain that new business and those 
I you will feel that the which has been #0 spent 


participating policies which ‘ 


cluding an endowment assurance for £1,000 which matured) were in respect 
of 164 policies upon 128 lives assuring (after deducting £5,000 re-assured) 
pustiipalieipeisies whieh eocumns cleting dating: dhs pean ten Socal 
participa i i e clai uring the year (the bonuses 
Poaching teehich had not been previously surrendered) averaged 68 per 
per cent. of the original sums assured.’? That is more than two-thirds of 
the original sums assured. Our actuary has furnished me with a table, 
and I should like to refer to one or two figures in it, and I think you will 
see that those figures I have read to you, and upon which I have been 
dwelling, are not without great si cance as to the welfare of this 
Society. I have here a table sho , first, the actual amount of pay- 
ments we have had to make on account of our policies. This table tes 
to single whole-life policies, which, of course, form the bulk of the 
payments, and does not include survivorship = Now, according 
to the ordinary expectation of life by the H« Table of Mortality, which 
is the table — by ‘all the leading offices as a table of authority, 
the amount which we might have expected to pay is shown to be £113,000 
more than the sum which we have actually had to pay. But there 
are other figures also. We have a table of mortality based upon our 
own experience since the institution of the society in 1823, which makes 
life of somewhat different value from that of the H» Table. According to our 
own table the claims paid during the year wére £87,000 less than the expected 
amount. Take either figure. Under either set of circumstances we have a 
very large balance to the good. And now let me ask you to remember what 
has taken place in former years. I have been in this chair before, and 
predecessors of mine, as well as myself, have commented upon the light 
rate of mortality amongst those assured in the Law Life Office. Of course 
the longer life continues the more premiums we get, and we can afford 
to pay larger bonuses. You must remember, however, that this year follows 
ten years with a mortality experience of a corresponding character. I do not 
know whether they have come quite up to the same point they have this year, 
but in each case the actual falling in of life and the actual claims paid 
under policies have been far below those that might have been expected 
to fall either under the H» Table or the table of our own experience. 
I hope you will not think I am saying one word beyond the strict limits of 
fact when I say that your thanks and ours are due in the first instance to our 
medical adviser for the care with which he advises us on the choice of lives ; 
and, secondly, I think in a different degree I may ask that we ourselves, 
the directors, may, take some credit for the ultimate choice of those lives— 
in any way, I think those figures redound greatly to the success of 
the society. With those few words I will conclude my observations on 
the report, and I will ask you to look at the accounts, on which I propose 
to offer a few observations. You will see that the proprietors have 
received as a bonus the sum of £70,000, and that about £69,000 has been 
paid to the policyholders for the surrender of bonuses and policies. These 
two sums amount together to £139,000, and had it not been for these large 
payments, which are a necessary consequence of the division of profits, 
the funds of the society would have increased instead of having diminished 
during the year. The proprietors have had the benefit of their share in 
their bonus, and as regards the surrender of policies and bonuses, we, 
the society, get the benefit, although I could have been well pleased to see 
the policies upon which these bonuses arose continued to the end of life, 
and we should have been better pleased to pay the full amount of the 
bonuses whenever the incidence of mortality should require us so to do. 
Yet you must remember that for that payment we have received full value. 
We have received full value in the shape of relief from future liability, and 
that £69,000 represents a large amount of future liability which we should 
have had to pay on the falling in of the lives upon which those amounts 
were dependent. I mention this because I want you to understand ‘that 
although that sum has diminished the funds of the society, yet the 
society is not only in no worse, but perhaps in a better position than it 
would have been in had the surrenders not been seatiee There is a 
further observation which I should like to make. We have examined 
the sources from which we derived our new business last -year, 
for we like to compare and see, not only whether we keep. up 
and regain our old friends, but whether we also acquire the con- 
fidence of new friends. I am happy to say that there were policies 
effected last year for £142,000 which came from sources with. which we 
had no previous connection, ‘That I think manifests, in addition to the 
increase of premiums and the amount of assurances, that the Law Life is 
steadily ing its way., In conclusion, I have only to say that if this 
report meets with your approval, and I hope it will, we directors will feel 
grateful for your expression of your renewed confidence. But that is not 
all; there is such a thing as a practical expression of approval, and we 
shall feel grateful to you if you will show your practical approval by 
sending us new business, 


The Hon. A. E. Gatnonne-Hanpy, M.P., in seconding the adoption af the 
report, said: After the exhaustive speech of the chairman I feel convinced 
that very little need be added. I congratulate you upon the great improve- 
ment that has taken place in your business. Let me say that the policy 
which has brought about that improvement has been a policy which has 
been at once progressive und safe. We have been ready to adopt means 
and ready to purchase new business; but we have not m prepared to 
pay for the purchase of new business terms which I venture to say in 
some cases are paid, and which are ruinous alike to the ol Bg tx ers 
and the present sharcholders. We believe that we have, with regard to 
our ane and our terms, adopted a position which makes them as liberal 
as those of any other office, however jovecly it may be advertised. “We 
believe that anyone who comes to us will’ as good an article as it is 
possible to have. We believe that we # be able to pay bonuses as 
wa as any Offices, and it must not be forgotten that our security 
is absolutely unrivalled; in fact, we are rather embarrassed with the 





er. money 
espe out. Now, I should like to ask you to consider the next 
paragraph, which refers to the claims. ‘The claims paid during the year (in- 


amount of our security. No doubt if our forefathers had known that was 
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the case we should not have had the £1,000,000 Guarantee Fund, which 
as a security is superfiuous, but at the same time, I think, it will enable you 
to hold out to anyone who is thinking of i ing, the fact that there is 
not only no risk of loss, but no possibility of loss in the case of our 
society. We have heard something of competition. A fair competition is 
a thing that we have no objection to. We believe there is room for all 
life offices, and no doubt competition has this one great advantage, that it 
keeps us awake and moving, and leads us to give both to the shareholders 
and to the policyholders all the advantages it is possible to give. I believe 
that our present is most satisfactory, and that our future may, with your 
exertions, be more satisfactory still.. I have therefore much satisfaction 
in seconding this report. 

The motion was put and unanimously adopted. 

The Cuarrman then moved a resolution with the object of increasing 
the power of the directors as to the application of bonuses. The resolution 
was adopted unanimously, and the meeting concluded with a vote of 
thanks to the chairman. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY FOR CARDIFF AND 
DISTRICT. 


At the annual meeting of this society on the 27th of January the 
president (Mr. W. Bradley) delivered an address, in the course of which he 
said: Having, I am afraid with some prolixity, dwelt upon the statutes 

during the last year, I will remark very briefly upon a measure 
which may again shortly loom above the legal horizon, I mean the Land 
Transfer Bill. There is little doubt that the Bill, as introduced into 
Parliament by the Lord Chancellor in the session of 1889, was withdrawn 
mainly through the opposition of the great body of solicitors, who ob- 
jected not to the Bill as a whole, but to the proposal to make a new and 
untried system of conveyancing compulsory, before giving the legal pro- 
fession and the public an opportunity of judging how far it was prac- 
tically advantageous. The Queen’s Speech at the commencement of the 
earlier parliamentary session last year announced, you may remember, 
the intention of the Government to again introduce a Land Transfer Bill, 
but no Bill was submitted to either House. The Queen’s Speech at the 
commencement of the winter session of last year did not refer to any 
measure for the general transfer of land, but intimated that, amongst 
other matters upon which legislation was desirable, was one for the ex- 
tension of the facilities for purchasing small of land in Great 
Britain. No Bill in pursuance of this intimation was submitted to either 
House, but I think it is very evident that the Government has still in 
view some measure relating to the transfer of land, and that we shall 
shortly hear of fresh legislation in this direction. The thanks of the 
rofession are, I consider, due to the Incorporated Law Society of the 
nited Kingdom for the time and labour it has given to, and the careful 
watch it has kept upon, the previous Land Transfer Bills, and [ am sure 
that there will be no relaxation in the vigilance of that society, and that if 
a Bill is again introduced with the objectionable provisions unaltered, it 
will receive as serious consideration, and will meet with as vigorous an 
opposition, as in the past. I will take this opportuniiy of reminding you 
of the reduction in the subscriptions to sandeens of the Provincial Law 
societies which has been recently made by the Incorporated Law Society 
of the United Kingdom, and I would call your attention to the advan- 
tages which result from being members of the London society, with the 
view of inducing some of you, who have not yet become members, to join 
the parent society. The London society was established so long ago as 
1827, and incorporated in 1831. Its council holds weekly meetings for 
considering all matters connected with the interests of our branch of the 
legal profession, and numerous committees are appointed and hold fre- 
quent meetings with the same object. New rules and orders of court, and 
other important professional information, are printed and distributed 
amongst the members, and on its opinion being required as to any 
doubtful or disputed professional usage, or any questions under the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, the council of the society considers the 
matter, and a register of its decisions is kept. The society by its council 
further examines all Bills brought into Parliament which relate to 
the law, and states in the proper quarters such objections as occur 
to it, and suggests such alterations as appear necessary. Lists 
of persons applying to be admitted, or to renew their certi- 
ficates, are transmitted by the society to the provincial law societies, 
in order that improper persons may be a to. Again, an 
office of registers of sales, mortgages, and moneys for investment has been 
recently established, and the privilege of making entries in certain of the 
registers is confined to members of the society only. I think we should 
recognize the good work the society has done and is still doing for the 
advancement of our profession, as well as the advantages it offers to its 
members, and I would again press upon the notice of those of our mem- 
bers who may not yet belong to the parent society, that this recognition 
and these advantages can now be made and obtained by the payment of 
a very small annual subscription. It may probably be a source of grati- 
fication to you to know that your society has been always and 
acknowledged by the head society as one of the leading provincial law 
societies, and as an instance of this I may remind you that your president 
was last year again elected an extraordinary member of the council, and 
placed upon some of its committees. There is one matter upon which I 
should like to say a few words, and that is in reference to the legal edu- 
cation of our articled clerks. I believe that the facilities for the acquisi- 
tion of legal knowledge are much ter at the t time than in the 
days when I was in statu pupitiari, but that these ties and advan’ 
are more especially attainable in London, and are, I fear, hardly met with 
in many of our provincial towns. I think that greater efforts should be 
made in our large towns to encourage the study of the law, and it has 





occurred to me that to promote this object in some degree, arrangements 

ht be entered into for the A. wien ge rather the re-delivery, in our 
cities and larger towns, of some of the lectures on the different branches 
of the law which, during the winter. session, are delivered in the hall of 
the Incorporated Law Society in London. I have no doubt that the 


prepared, for a moderate fee, to attend here and at other neighbouring 
towns to repeat such lectures, and it is certain that great benefit would be 
derived, and an extended knowledge obtained, by those articled clerks 
who Lenogo to — a course of serge I am aware that there 
is involved in such an arrangement as ve ventured to suggest the 
importapt question of ways and means, but I believe substantial assist- 
ance might, by the exercise of a little gentle and judicious pressure, be 
obtained from the Incorporated Law Society. The society has, I under- 
stand, power to apply funds towards lectures, classes, and other teaching 
for persons bound under articles of clerkship to solicitors, and one of the 
chief objects of the society is to facilitate acquisition of legal know- 
ledge—surely, then, we might look to the society for some pecuniary 
assistance in the matter, and: though I do not mean to say that a short 
course of lectures, even when sw ted by classes, constitute the 
whole system of legal education, I certainly think that it would be the 
means of greatly assisting and enco' ing our articled clerks in their 
efforts to master the principles of our laws. I broach the idea with a 
certain amount of hesitation, but with the sincere hope that by some 
means or other legal instruction will, in the near future, be more 
provided for our provincial law students. The last subject upon which 
shall venture to make any observations is that of the fusion of the two 
branches of the profession. There has been, as you are aware, a con- 
siderable amount of discussion in recent years upon this question. The 
bar, through its leaders, has at different times spoken on the subject with 
a very divided voice, and our branch of the profession is not, to say the 
least, unanimous as to the course to be pursued. For my own part, I do 
not think the present system still works so badly or unsatisfactorily that a 
change is necessary or expedient, a change, indeed, which we must feel 
will be far reaching in its consequences. It may be that some of us favour 
the idea of fusion from the belief that the status of the solicitor branch of 
the profession will be thereby raised, but I cannot agree with this. I con- 
sider that there are men of as high honour, learning, and integrity in 
the one branch of the profession as in the other, and that it is not by 
means of tion or fusion with the bar that the status of solict- 
tors will be raised, the ‘advancement is, I consider, in our own hands 
alone, for the standard of a ession depends on all its members, not 
merely on the eminent few. To the younger members of my profession 
I would quote the words of Sir Frederick Pollock in an admirable address 
recently delivered to the students of a sister profession, words which, 
however, are equally applicable to us. ‘‘ Every member,”’ Sir Frederick 
said, ‘“‘can and ought to take his part in maintaining the status of his 
profession, and so far as he does this, he will have a real share in every 
advancement made in his time.’’ 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.— There are now ninety-four members, and nine subscribers to 
the library. 

General business.—Your committee have di the past year met many 

Noel: ve ae Seaieien: “ale Ran P my 

society, and the x our c 4 
wa olds nenben at your committee, have attended meetings in London 
of the Law Society for the United Kingdom, and assisted in the delibera- 
tions of that society. All the more important Bills before Parliament last 
session have been before committee, and they have reported thereon, 
and urged the local mem! of Parliament to support or oppose certain of 
the same, as in the judgment of your committee was t desirable. 
No progress was made last session with the Land t Bill. The 
Bankruptcy Act received the special attention of your committee during 
its progress through Parliament. 


—— 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION, 


The association have issued the following report upon the Trust Com- 
panies Bill, 1891 :—The association entertain considerable doubt whether 
there is any extensive demand or real necessity for this Bill. They believe 
that if legislative provision were made for the reasonable remuneration of 
private trustees for their Shaan trouble, there would te = ~ > 
obtaining the services persons as vate trustees, " 
further, that 1t is more in accordance with the eunlinaiaie of the people 
that trusts should be administered by private trustees rather than by a 
public company. If this Bill should be with, the association 
recommend that an amendment should be introduced to the effect that all 
trustees appointed under any will or settlement taking effect after the 
passing of the Act, shall, in the absence of a direction to the contrary, be 
entitled to remuneration for their care and trouble, according to the scale 
of remuneration prescribed for a trustee company under the powers of the 


Act. 





It is stated that Lord Hannen has taken with him from the Divorce 
Court the large old-fashioned armchair and wri which have 
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belonged to the judge of the court ever since its 
they were the property of Sir Cresswell 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 


GENERAL RULES made pursuant to Section 26 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. 
PETITIONS AND ORDERS. 


1. Attendance before hearing to shew compliance with Rules as to} 


petitions.] After a petition has been presented the petitioner shall, on 
a day to be appointed by the Registrar, not less than two days before 
the day appointed for the hearing of the petition, attend before the 
Registrar and satisfy him that the petition has been duly advertised ; 
that the prescribed affidavit verifying the statements therein and the 
affidavit of service (if any) have been duly filed, and that the 
rovisions of the Rules as to petitions for winding up companies have 
duly complied with by the petitioner. No Order for the 
winding up of a company shall be made on the petition of any 
petitioner, who has not prior to the hearing of the petition 
attended before the Registrar at the time appointed and satisfied him 
in manner required by this Rule. 

2. Form of advertisement of petition—Form 2.] Every advertise- 
ment of a petition shall contain a note at the foot thereof stating 
that any person who intends to appear on the hearing of the petition, 
either to oppose or support, must send notice of his intention to the 
petitioner within the time and in the manner prescribed by the next 
succeeding rule; and an advertisement of a petition for the winding 
up of a company by the Court which does not contain such a note 
shall be deemed irre Form 2 shall be used in substitution 
for the form of advertisement prescribed by the Companies Wind- 
ing-up Rules, 1890. 

3. Notice by persons who intend to appear on hearing of petitions— 
Form 1.] Every person who intends to appear on the hearing of a 

ition shall serve on or send b ¢ notice in writing of his in- 
tention to the petitioner at the address stated in the advertisement 
of the petition. The notice shall be signed by such person or his 
solicitor, and shall be served, or, if sent by post, shall be posted in 
such time as in ordinary course of post to reach the ad , not 
later than six o’clock in the afternoon of the day previous to the day 
—— for the hearing of the petition. The notice may be in 
Form No. 1 with such variations as circumstances may require. 
A person who has failed to comply with this Rule shall not without 
the special leave of the Court Se allowed to appear on the hearing 
of the petition. 

4. List of names and addresses of persons who appear on the petition.] 
The petitioner shall prepare a list of the names and addresses of the 

who have given notice of their intention to appear on the 

ing of the petition, and of their ive solicitors, which shall 

bein the Form 3. A fair copy of the list shall, on the day appointed 

for bearing the petition, be tlle by the petitioner to the Registrar 
in Court prior to the hearing of the petition. 

5. Notice that winding-up Order has been pronounced to be given to 
Official Receiver.] When an Order for the winding up of a company or 
for the Rg of the Official Receiver as provisional liquidator 
prior to making of an Order for the winding up of the com- 
pany has been pronounced in Court, the Registrar shall, on the 
same day, send to the Official Receiver a notice informing him that 
the Order has been erage 

The notice may in Forms 4 and 5 respectively with such 
variations as circumstances may require. 

6. Documents for drawing-up Order to be left with Registrar.) It 
shall be the duty of the petitioner, and of all other persons who have 
yap my on the hearing of the petition at latest on the day following 

day on which an Order for the winding up of a company is 
pronounced in Court, to leave at the Registrar’s Office the petition 
stamped with a proper filing stamp, and the counsel’s brief and other 
documents required for the purpose of enabling the Registrar to com- 
plete the Order forthwith. 

7. No appointments for settling and passing Order.] Tt shall not be 
necessary for the Registrar to make an appointment to settle or pass 
the Order or to give notice to any of the parties thereto, unless in 
a case the special circumstances make an appointment or 
notice , 

8. Costs.) costs of the solicitor to the petitioner, or of any 
persons whose costs of a ring on the hearing are allowed by the 
Court, properly incu in carrying out these Rules shall be allowed 
as of the costs of appearing on the petition. 

. Fee on petition and order.} Ins of the fee of one ponnd on 
the petition, and one pound on the Order, there shall be paid on the 
presentation of a petition a fee of two — to be stamped on the 
which fee of two pounds shall cover the prescribed fee on 

_ up and entering the Order. 


tga, In these Rules— 
” means a petition “to the Court for the winding-up 
ofa company by the Court, or subject to the supervision of the 





11. Construction and citation.] These Rules shall be construed as 
one set cf Rules. with the ~ ape Winding-up Rules, 1890, 
These Rules may be cited separately as the Companies Winding-up 
Rules (February), 1891. 

12. Commencement.] These Rules shall commence and come into 
operation on the 16th day of March, 1891. 

(Signed) HALsBuRyY C, 
I concur. 
M. Hicks-BEAcu, 
President of the Board of Trade. 


The 14th day of February, 1891, 
FORMS. 


No, 1. 
NoTICE OF INTENTION TO APPEAR ON PETITION. 
In the matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, 
d 


an 
In the matter of the (a) 
Company. 
TaKE Notice that A.B. (b) a creditor [or contributory] of the 
above Company intends to appear on the hearing 
of the petition advertised to be heard on the day of 
189 , and to support [or oppose] such petition. 
Signed) (c (Name of person or firm). 
(Address). 


(a) Insert name of Company. (5) State full name, or if a firm the name of the firm, 
(c) To be signed by the person, or his solicitor. 
No. 2. 
ADVERTISEMENT OF PETITION. 
In the matter of the a ga Acts, 1862 to 1890, 


an 
_ In the matter of the (a) 


Company. 
Notice is hereby given that a petition for the winding-up of the 
above-named Company by (’) the High Court of Justice [or the 
County Court of holden at ] [er, 
as the case may be] was, on the day of 189 , 


presented to the said court by the said company [or by A.B. of 
a creditor fer contributory] of the said commeny) 

or, as the case may be]. And that the said petition is directed to 
eard before the court = at on the day of 
189 ; and any creditor or contributory of the said 
company desirous to support or oppose the making of an order on the 
said petition may appear at the time of hearing by himself or (c) his 
counsel for that purpose; and a copy of the petition will be furnished 
to any creditor or contributory of the said company requiring the 
same by the undersigned on payment of the ae an charge for the 


same. 
[Signed] (7) ere 


Solicitor to the Petitioner. 

a) Insert » .©@ ing-u; subject to ision, 
insert instead of “by” the worda. “subject to the supervision of.” {c) In the County 
Court, add “his solicitor or.” (d) To be signed by the solicitor to the petitioner, or the 
petitioner if he has no solicitor. 

Note.—Any person who intends to appear on the hearing of the 
said petition must serve on or send by post to the above-named notice 
in writing of his intention so to do. e notice must state the full 
name and address of the person, or, if a firm, the name and address 
of the firm, and must be signed by the person or firm, or his or their 
solicitor (if any), and must be served, or, if posted, must be sent by 
post, in sufficient time to reach the above-named not later than six 


o’clock in the afternoon of the of 189 . 
No. 3. 
List OF PARTIES ATTENDING THE HEARING OF A PETITION. 
( Title.) 


The following are the names of those who have given notice of 
their — to attend the hearing of the petition herein on the 
ay oO 189 . of 





Names. Adarewes. | Creditors. |Contributories.| Opposing. | Supporting. 


| 
| 
| 








| 
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No. 4. 


NoriFICATION TO OFFICIAL RECEIVER OF ORDERS PRONOUNCED ON 
PETITIONS FOR WINDING-UP. 


( Title.) 
To the Official Receiver of the Court. 
( Address.) 


Orders pronounced this day by the Honourable Mr. Justice ; 
(or, as the case may be] on petitions for winding-up of companies 
under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. 


Name of Company. Registered Office of Company. 





Petitioner’s Solicitor. 








No. 6. 

NoTrIFICATION TO OFFICIAL RECEIVER OF ORDER PRONOUNCED FOR 
APPOINTMENT OF OFFICIAL RECEIVER AS PROVISIONAL LiQuID- 
ATOR PRIOR TO WINDING-UP ORDER BEING MADE. 

( Title.) 
To the Official Receiver of the Court. 
(Address. ) 
Orders pronounced this day by the Honourable Mr. Justice 

[or, as the case may be] for the appointment of the Official Receiver 

as provisional liquidator prior to any Winding-up Order being made. 





: i A 
Name of Company. | Registered Office of Company. | Petitioner’s Solicitor. 








— 


ORDER AS TO FEES. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley Baron Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do, by virtue of the powers vested in me by 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, direct that the fees in the scale 
hereto annexed shall, from and after the Ist day of January, 1891, be the 


fees to be paid in respect of proceedings under the said Act. 
Hatssvry, C. 
Dated the 18th day of December, 1890. 





Scare or Fess. 


On one copy of the cash book shewing assets realized, forwarded 
by the Official Receiver or Liquidator to the Board of Trade, 
a fee according to the following scale on the gross amount of 
the assets realized and brought to credit, viz. :—£1 on every 
£100 or fraction of £100 up to £5,000, and 10s. on every £100 
or fraction of £100 above that amount. 

For taxation of costs.—The same fees as those directed to be paid 
and collected by the order for the time being as to Supreme 
Court fees. 

Table B. 


I.—Where the Official Receiver acts as Provisional Liquidator 


only. 

(a.) If the petition is withdrawn or dismissed :— 

Such amount as the Court may consider reasonable to be paid 
by the petitioner (in addition to the fee payable on the 
petition) in respect of the services of the Official Receiver 
as Provisional Liquidator. 

(o.) Where a btm Ay Ptr is made but the Official Receiver 
is not continued as Liquidator :— 

(1.) In respect of every ten members, creditors, and debtors, 
and every fraction of ten . ‘ ‘ ‘ 4 : 

Provided that where the net assets of the Company are 
estimated not to exceed £500, three-fifths of the above fee 
only shall be charged. 

(This fee to cover cost of official stationery, printing, books, 
forms, and postages.) 

(2.) On the value of the Company’s property, as estimated in 
the statement of irs :— 

On the first £5,000 or fraction thereof 1 

On the next £20,000 or fraction thereof 

On the next £75,000 or fraction thereof 

On all above 4 per cent. 

II.—Where the Official Receiver is continued as Liquidator of 
the Company (including his services as Provisional Liqui- 

to 


010 0 


r cent. 
per cent. 
per cent. 


dator.) 

(1.) In respect of every ten members, creditors, and debtors, 
and every fraction of ten . ‘ : . : : Te 

Provided that where the net assets of the Company are esti- 
mated not to exceed £500, three-fifths of the above fee 
only shall be charged. 

(This fee. to cover cost of official stationery, printing, books, 
forms, and postages.) 

(2.) Upon the total assets, including produce of calls on con- 
tributories, realized or brought to credit, after deducting 
sums paid to secured creditors (other than debenture- 
holders), and not being moneys received and spent in 
carrying on the business of the Company : 

On the first £1,000 or fraction thereof 5 per cent. 

On the next £1,500 or fraction thereof 4 per cent. 

On the next £2,500 or fraction thereof 3 per cent. 

On the next £5,000 or fraction thereof 2 per cent. 

Above £10,000 1 per cent. ; 

(3.) On the amount distributed in dividend or paid to con- 
tributories, &c., half the above percentages. 

III.—Travelling, keeping ion, legal and other reasonable 
expenses of the Official Roceteer, the amount disbursed. 
IV.—On every payment under section 15 of money out of the 

Companies Liquidation Account, threepence on each pound or 

fraction of a — to be charged as follows :— 

Where the money consists of unclaimed dividends, on 
each dividend paid out. 

Where the money consists of undistributed funds or 
balances, on the amount paid out. 


Table C. 
High bailiff for attending sittings of the Court, under each 
Winding-up Order, per case. ‘ ° : . = ; 
Serving every petition or subpcena or winding-up or other order 
(not serviceable by post) within two miles, including affidavit 
of service . d ‘ f : . ° . ‘ ° ° 
If serviceable by post . 3 = :. % = ‘ ;. 
Executing every warrant of seizure, or search warrant, or war- 
rant of apprehension, or order of commitment within two 
miles of Court . r : . Tia Se i tip ; 
Keeping possession under a warrant, for eac y man is 
comes in possession ; including affidavit of possession being 
actually kept. > j ; ° : . . ° . 
(not less than 3s. 6d. of the above sum is to be paid 
to the man in possession, and his receipt produced.) 
High bailiff’s, or (in the Lendon district) officer’s man, travelling 
to place of possession, or to execute a warrant of or order of 
commitment, or to serve a summons or subpoena, or for 
any other purpose specially a the Court, per mile 
His time, per day, where distance exceeds ten miles . . 
His expenses, per day . . . ‘ . ‘ . . > 
If high bailiff of a County Court or officer of Supreme Court 
directed by the Court personally to travel, per mile . : : 
His time, per day . . : . . . . 
His expenses, per day . . ; ‘ . . ‘ . . 
We, the undersigned Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty's Treasury, 
do hereby sanction the scales of fees, and do direct that the 
fees mentioned in Table A taken in money, except when they are 
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Table A. £8. d. 
Every petition ‘ ‘ , ; : ‘ j ‘ - 100 
Every bond with sureties - 010 0 
Every subpoena or summons 03 0 
Every order made in Court = - 100 
Every order made in Chambers . . ‘ ‘ : 05 0 
Every affidavit filed other than proof of debts. ° ° - 020 
For taking an affidavit or an affirmation, or attestation, upon 
honour in lieu of an affidavit or a declaration, except for proof 
of debts, and except declaration by a shorthand writer under 
Rule 16 (Form 6) for each person making the same ‘ - 016 
And in addition thereto for each exhibit referred to therein 
and required to be marked : . ‘ R 4 . - 01 0 
On every proof of debt above £2 (other than proof for workmen’s 
wages under Rule 106) . : . ‘ ‘ . 6 2 6 
Every application for search other than by petitioner, liquidator, 
or officer of the company . ~ ‘ . ° ° . - 010 
Every office copy, each folio of 72 words. ‘ ‘ é - 004 
Every application to inspect liquidator’s statement } with 
— of Joint Stock Companies under section 15 of the . 
ct. . ° ; ‘ R , . . P : - 2 6 
Every copy of or extract from such statement, each folio of 72 
words or figures . ‘ , : , , : ° - 004 
Every application by a committee of inspection to the Board of 
Trade for a special bank account .. A ‘ ‘ - 100 
Every order of the Board of Trade for a special bank account . 2 0 0 
Every application by a liquidator to an Official Receiver acting 
as Committee of Inspection . ° R . . . . 010 0 
Every application under section 15 of the Act to the Board of 
Trade for payment of money out of the Companies Liquidation 
Account; and every ——— for the re-issue of a lapsed 
—_ or money order in respect of moneys standing to the 
credit of the Companies Liquidation Account. . . . OF2 6 
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The documents to be stamped 
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Registration Office. 
They shall be cancelled by the various court or 


may from time to time direct. 


sioners may adopt for the purpose. 


the Act or Rules shall be five shillings. 


RG: Sea 


Two of the 


Dated the 19th day of December, 1890. 
The Schedule above referred 


to be taken by an officer of the yes Court of Judicature, or an officer 
of the Board of Trade, or an officer in the Companies Registration Office, 
and that the fees mentioned in Tables B and C shall be taken in money. 
and the description of stamps to be used 
shall be as provided in the Schedule annexed hereto. 

The adhesive stamps shall be Judicature Fee Stamps, when the fee is 
to be taken by any officer of the Supreme Court of Judicature ; 
be stamps over-printed with the words ‘‘ Companies Winding Up,” 
when the fee is to be taken by the Official Receiver or any other officer of 
the Board of Trade ; and they shall be the stamps used for the purposes of 
the ‘* Companies Act, ” when taken by any officer in the Companies 


foration, or in such other manner as the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
The impressed stamp shall be of such character as the said Commis- 
And we further direct that wherever practicable the stamp shall be 
affixed or the money paid in respect of every fee before the proceeding is 
had in respect of which the fee is payable; and that the charge to be 
made by the London Gazette for the insertion of each notice authorized by 


Herpert Evstack MAaxweEtt, 
Stoney Herserr, 


“4 of Her Majesty’s Treasury. 







to send their names and addresses, 
Tennant, Royal Insurance 


they shall solors for liquidator 


Fioriwa "LAND AnD MortGaGe 
to 


other officials by per- , Lombard st, solors for 


to be heard before Chitty, J, 


Creditors are required, on or 


pointed for hearing and 
Stock anp SHARE Broxine 
17, appointed Charles Willi 
to send their names and 
solors for liquidators 


before the court on Feb 21. 
Lords Commissioners 





to. names an an 










ah Sucka Pee 



































Mr. W. P. W. Putiiimorz, M.A., B.C.L., 
lane, has been appointed a Commissioner for ‘Oaths. 


les MSNA ihe 6 RRM 


EC Mans DORAN IN 


the Northern Circuit. 

Mr. Epwarp Freperick Green, solicitor, (of the 
& Green), of 123, Pall Mall, London, S.W. 
missioner for Oaths. 


Sow ee: aesteuled. 
sonatas st 


solicitor, of 124, Chancery- 


Wituram Joxun Stewart, barrister, has been appointed Stipendiary 
Magistrate of Liverpool, in succession to the late Mr. T. S. Ra 
Stewart was called to the bar in Trinity Term, 1877, and has 


, has been appointed a Com- 
Mr. Green was ‘admitted a solicitorin January, 1885- 


tor 


to Charles William Payton, 


ffles. Mr. 


i Niyta Commerciat Tarrty 
practised on d a Feb a caniiaban 
firm of Clement-Cheese oe 

















SUPREME COURT OF JUDIC 
























BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London 


Gazette. —Faivay, Feb. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 









B tg so 8, Wimbledon, 8 

3 IRD, JONATHAN, Grocer Ki 

poner? ll, ne ric 5 

; ING, ‘slin Fruiterer High 
Goa Pet Pet Feb 11 Ora Feb 1 ind 


HOMAS, lanes, G Bolto 
ry e<ys _— Trocer m Pet Feb 


Coutixsox, Eowarp Boot Dealer 
"Od Fan , Bury, Bolton Pet Feb 

















COURT PAPERS. 


Rota or Recistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Asnrironp, Evzanor, late of —_ Somerset, late | Davies, Arruur Grorar, and James Lampert Burasss, 
et Feb 4 bo P , Glam, Grocers Cardiff Pet Jan 30 Ord 
Asntrox, Mary Ayx, Llanidloes. ee Innkeeper Fe 
Newtown Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 Dixox, Janes, B Blackburn, Paper Stainer Blackburn Pet 
Best, Wn.tam Rorerr, the samen Carlisle mansions, Fe b 11 Ord Feb 11 
Victoria to a Fish Salesman High Co 


art | Duepare, "1 Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher Truro 


Chilcott & Son, Truro, 


Esenezer Frienpiy Society, 


ATURE. 


Cuaries TENNANT AND Partners, Limirep—Creditors 


bldgs, Newca 


on Feb 21 Grenside, Great George st, Westminster, 
Lonpon anp SusurBan Co-operative Stores, Lrurrev—Petn for winding uP, 
Feb 5, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturda’ 


M. Wuirrtetp & Sons, Laarzp—Chitty, 
William Robert , Bowlalley ai Kingston yy 
the cee es ache, of their debts or claims, to the above. 

judicating upon the debts and claims 


“Turep Stanparp” Stgamsurp Co, Limrrep—Credito 


Wuirte Leap Co, Lnarep—Petn for winding up, 


London Gazette.—Twurspay, ig 
JOINT STOCK COM 


Atpovs, Sox a Co, » Leen —Seeteas are required, on or before March 14, to send their 


March 14, to send their names an: 


twelve, is appointed for hearing 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 


azette.—Fripay, Feb. 138. 


JOINT” STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lirrep 1s CHANCERY. 

are required, on or before March 25, 

rel ay eg nof their debts or claims, to Jamey 
eon Tyne Hodge & Co, Newcastle on Tyne, 


Cororapo GoLtp AnD Sitver Extraction Co, Limrrep—Creditors are req 
before March 31, to send their names and ad 
claims, to Charles Wallington, 4, Tokenhouse bidgs 


uired, 
dresses, and particulars of their debts or or 


Co, Lauten—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed 
solor for petner 
resented 
,Feb21 Vallance & Co, George 
petner Also, petn for win up, presented Feb 9, directed 
on Feb 21 Sydney, Aldersgate st, solor for petner 

» has, by an order dated Jan 16, appointed 
m Hull, to be official liquidator, 
before March 10, to send their names and » and 
Thursday, April 9, at 12, is ap- 
ag Luonrep—North, 


J, has, by an order dated Jan 
Payton, 3, 


a avenue, to be official liquidator 
rs are required, on or before May 28, 


and the of their debts or claims, to John 


Parker and Cuthbert Hutchinson, 47, John st, Sunderland. Simey & Iliff, Sunderland, 


resented Feb 3, directed to be heard 
all bl — for petner 


ANIES. 


Wilson & Co, 


LimiTEp IN Goauien. 


of their debts or claims, to Edward James 


Wickenden, = ny ey = Aap Friday, March 20, at 2, is appointed for hearing and 
Arpap Gop Sywpicare. a gee J, met by on order dated Feb 2, appointed 


moo on or before March 31, to send 
the oan of their debts or claims, to ‘William 


are required, om or before March 9, to send 

ane of their debts or claims, to John Carter 
Son, Bridgwater, solors for the li juidator 

presented Feb 13, directed to 


eA on Feb 28 Linklater & Co, ‘Bond Pet, Wall: 


rook 
resented Feb 14, directed 
Gt Winchester st, solors 


Limrtep—Petn for winding up, 
on Feb 28 Angove & Haare, 


Harrison & Son, Limirep—Creditors are vousioe’, on or before March 17, to send their 


their debts or claims, to George Proctor, 6, 


,on or before March 31, to send 


dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry’ Newson 


SrarrorpsHireE Gas anp Coxe Co, Limirep—Kekewich, J, has fixed Feb 25, at twelve. 
for the appointment of an official liquidator Thomson, Great Russell st, solor for the 
tnr 


convent on or before 
addresses, and the the particulars of their debts or claims, 
, Tunstall, solors for the liquida- 


] st adjudicating upon the d 
4 P ding Document to be | Character of Stamp 
= | : . | to be used. Edward Hobbs, 110, Cheapside, to be official 
3 ASTLEY ame & Co, Liumrren—Credito: 
: 4 ‘ngs . their names and addresses, and th 
4 d =z pan Petition a me Hughes Quilliam, 6, Parker st, Liv: 
q reat d with sureties _. Bond | im ressed. Sonteatn Om Mitts, Luarrep 
d Every affidavit filed ; + oe] Affidavit .. a fences or Adhesive theirnames and ad and the 
S Every subpoena or summons ~ .. Sabpame o or summons . | Impressed Hunt, Castl2st, Bri er_ Poole 
“a Every Order made in Court or Chambers} Order Impressed Hansarp Pusrisnine Union, Limrrep—Petn for winding up 
é For taking an affidavit or an affirmation, Affidavit cad ‘| Impressed or Adhesive be heard before Chi 
2 or attestation upon honour in lieu of HAnsarp Pustisnina Usiox 
aa an affidavit or a declaration to be heard before.Chitty, J, 
i ‘ Every proof of debt above 8 sa .| Proof .. Impressed or Adhésive for petners 
27 i cs hii ay ose ema 7 idator’ Application “| _ names and addresses, and the particulars 
. 3 applica: inspect Liqu 
. 3 stabeent pi ve es | —as Grimshaw st, Burnley Waddington, menage solor for liquidator 
2 H eat copy or office bi a = Me copy | Impressed or Adhesive a nee ae Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required. 
4 3 certificate of taxation RE : siv 
s ar of the Court ee ony 7 ae _ | npeenes er Aaeaive Smith, 37, Walbrook 
; charges, or disbursements j Nortu-WestTErn AND Miptanp District Avuxiiary Ramways Co, LimTep, AnD 
j pe 
. 3 Puenix Enmaae AND Wacow Works Co, se paw 
: 3 LEGAL N EW S. March 28, to send their names and 
APPOINTMENTS. to Arthur Price Llewellyn, Tunstall Llewellyn & Ackrill 


d the ——- of their debts or claims, 
24, thall avenue. ednesday, March atl at half-past 
adjudicating upon the debts and clai 
NLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Pounps_Funpine_Soctrery—Kekewich, J, has, by an order 
Cresswell , Bank st, Sheffield, ‘to in official 


Srock AnD SHare Broxine Corporation, Lamers —-Soalon Ey on or before 
d addresses, an f 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Untmotrep iy CHANCERY. 


Great Work Conso.ipatep Mixes—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed 
to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Princes hall, 


Truro, on Wednesday, Feb. 25. 


solors for cart 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED 


Sportsman Inn, 24, Cambridge street, Sheffield, Feb 11. 
Feb 12. 


SusreNDED For Taree Montus. 
DvuruaM InpEPENDENT LopGe Frienpty Society, Bee Hive inn, Dowlais. 











Compr, Denese, the y , Seacroft, nr Leeds, Sli 
con antares oe 1, pa 
oy, James Carew, er esman 
Salford Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 ise 





Feb 11 Feb 1 
Earnsuaw, Henry, PS 
ton on fees Pet Feb 11 = 


Toss, Meg Crusher Stock- 
Ex.isox, Hewry, 
Febii1 Ord F 


its, Horse Breaker Swindon 
‘eb Ft 


Emerton, Joux, Audley, ‘armer Hanley, Burslem. 
and Tunstall ‘Pet Fob 9 Ord Feb p } : 

Evrt, Groner, York, Boot York Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 





.| Jounson, Isaac, 
in Furness 


Goop Is Soc ee ee ee Schoolroom, Cook st, Hooley hill, 
Date. a _ RT 7, Satan *. Justice Manchester. Feb 12. pines: Fi : ; re 
2. . ORTH. = owe 
sientoy, February............23 Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carringto 
uesday ee Godtrey Farmer Tavie™ BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
a Leac’ olt Carri 
vee Godfrey Farmer Lavie Perkins. —Feb. 15, at Chapel Allerton, Leeds, the wife of Arthur Thomas Perkins, solici- 
mi Leach Bolt i tor, of a da ter. 
28 Godfrey Farmer Lavie by’ LL , —— esd at 37, Norland-square, W., the wife of George Wallace, barrister-at« 
Mr. Justic 4 i i } w, ug: 
Demonte.’ ot. Sostioe Me, Peation | WeaTHERALL.—Feb. 13, at 11, Kensington-square, the wife of E. B. Weatherall, barrister- 
23 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson | %t-law, of ason. 
oa Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
«5 Beal ard Jackson WaksING TO INTENDING Hovse Puncnasens & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
++ 26 Pugh Pemberton Clowes a house have Ss Sani ents : aa janine’ by a from The 
ef Beal Ward Jackson Sanitary & Ventilation Co. Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
23 Pugh Pemberton Clowes minster (Estab. “1876 » who also ia e tilation of Cees, &e .—[Apvr.] 


Gray, ‘ey! Inauis, ord, Essex, Builder Edmon- 
G Wace Tien Geena Set 
6M. ILLIAM, fax, Journ or 
Halifax’ Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
Haceoids Manes J45e, isbury, Widow Salisbury Pet 
e 


10 
Hesketu, Feepericx, W! Joiner Wigan Pet Feb 9 
Ord Heb 8 Daa cae Milk es Ba: 
er Trow 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
Mote, Fee Leeds, out of business Leeds Fet Fe 9 
Lixpiey, Jony, and Wiiu1am Barty Liypiey, Whitkirk, 
orks, Ji Leeds Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 


Warwickshire, Oil 
Ord Feb 9 


ohare 


Mvu..is, Wituiam Henry, 
Dealer Birmingham 


Pet 
Normay, Georer, Daventry, 
é Northampton Pu Ree? 


EY, | 
Vewaket 
NG, 
Wartt! 3 
JGHT, 
‘Wrice i 
The follow 


Frnuvrxo, 











8o1, 












e March 
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SS€s, and 
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lated Ja 


| to John 
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end their 
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ring and 


pointed 
to send 
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to send 
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cted to 
irected 
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Pearcy, GEORGE Jouy, jee, Poole, Builder Poole 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 
Rosert, Eariswood, Surrey, late Commission 


— 
Agent Condens Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 10 

Puvmety, Harry, eX tr lane, Stationer High Court 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Fe 

PREECE, Jae Srey Tobacconist Liverpool Pet 

b 6 e! 

cen, Grorce, eT Manchester, Dyer Manchester 

Pet Feb9 Ord Fi 


Raxpatt, RicHarD | oS Gt Gidding, Hunts Peter- 
borough Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 11 

TURNER, yb a ret oe oe Cornwall, Builder 

Truro 

VARLEY, Jo ee “Tho ornes, > 
Wakefield Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

Warreine, Gzorcr Lawrence, Gt Grimsby, Timber Mer- 
chant Gt Grimsby Pet Feb10 Ord ‘eb 10 

Wricut, Anruur Henry, Birmingham, Beer 
mingham Pet Feb ii Ord Feb 11 

The idlowing & amended notice is substituted = that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Feb. 1 


® Wakefield Greengrocer 


Samvet Wortoy, Birmingham. Builder Bir- 
FinPngham Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb e . 
E ete ot Bei Brisington, Somerset, late 
AsueLrorD, ELEANOR, 0! 
. " March 4 at 4 ati isl Vile un 
Epea ictualler 4a 
asi Cat Beal Bank chmbrs, wy 


Live 
Br _Liergiat LeaM SILVESTER, kaheotiat, Pianoforte Tuner 
Feb 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
— erred Charles st, St James’s Feb 23 at1 33, 


Browy, Taomas ‘Astley, Lanes, Grocer Feb 24at3 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 
Byaye, Garrett MicHart, Parliament st, Westminster, 
rege rae a ent Feb 24 atl 33, Carey st, Lin- 
’s inn 


Cotuixson, Epwarp, Bury, Boot Dealer Feb 23 at11 16, 
‘ood st, Bolton 
Coy, James Carew, Lower Broughton, Salford, Salesman 
Feb 20 at 3 Off Rec, Odgen’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
ester 


chi 
Dotan, THomas, Woodhouse rd, Leytonstone, Stevedore 
Feb 25 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Evre, Zoe, York, Boot iver Feb 27 at 10 Off Rec, 
or! 
Fert, SELINA Jane, Scarborough, Boarding house Keeper 
Feb a 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough rd, Scar- 
roug! 
Beearea, Tuomas, Oswestry, Salop, Fishmonger Feb 20 at 
2.80 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Goopatt, MicuarL Freperick, Leicester, Grocer Feb 20 
reese, Worse, Halifax’ Jo Tailor Feb 
evowe ILLIAM, ‘ax, Journeyman or Fe 
at 11’ 13, , Crossley st, Halifax 
SE ong MARA JANE, Salisbury, Widow Feb24at3 Off 
” is jury 
_—, Freperick, Wigan, Joiner Feb 24 at1 Court 


Wi 
Shineon, ag Waa ins Henry Hickson, Kingston 
upon Hull, Leather Factors Feb 20 at 11 Off Ree, 
Trinity House lane, Hull 
Horuicx, Groner, Bristol, Baker Mar 4 at 12 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
Jexwines, WitLiaM, Knighton, Leics, recently Grocer Feb 
23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Jottey, Epwix Artuur, Hereford, Tailor Feb 20 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
Kwox, Hermann, Leeds, out of business Feb 23at11 Off 
Ree, 22, k row, 
Lar, Wittiam FREDERICK, rape ag 2 Bent, Tailor 
Feb 21 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st. 
LAMBERT, = J., & Coy, “temple So "ToD 2% at 1 33, 
Carey st. ’ Lincoln’ 's inn fields 
Macpoxap, Kennetu, Arrochar, Dumbarton, Scotland, 
oe t Feb 24 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Marty, Wii11am Harcn, Bratton Clov 7 saree, Farmer 
Jan 24at8 10, Athenseum terrace, 
Morais, Marcanet, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer more 25 at 12 
ff Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Noize, James, Herefo Shop Fitter Feb 20 at 10.15 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 
Pearcy, Grorar Joun, Parkstone, Poole, Dorset, Builder 
Feb 20 at 12.30 Off Ree, ay ag 
Pui.urs, bt Henry, ed > ah ag a 12 
Bankru; bldgs, Portugal s coln’s inn fie! 
Porr, Tuowas,’ New Swindon, Wi ilts, Draper Feb 24 at 12 
” 
Ronerrson, . STEwart eee L&N W Railway, Eldon st, 
Clerk Feb 23 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Soars, Epwarp, Countasth ics, Framework Knitter 
Feb 25 at 8 Off Rec, 84, Friar lane, Leicester 
Pramzros, Freperi K ~ Chasse ae late Churton st, 
‘eb 26at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn flelds 
Tuvaxan, 3 Francis Wyatt, South grove, Highgate, Surgeon 
b 23 at 11 33, Carey. st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Turxsut., James, Neweastle on ©, late Fruiterer Feb 
20at11 Off Rec “ef yoy ee 
Twixcu, Jouy, Anerley, Surrey Advertisement 
Feb 20 at 11.30 24, Rail way roech, Landon dg 
here sony Puree, - Ialcetle ‘eb 
Off Reo, nun 


Wiss. Onanean ti Dhecktiase og rene = A Victualler Feb 
2%at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ARDELL, ‘tata Bedford Park, Chiswick Feb 26 at 12 
88, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Warts, Orarence CHaAMBERLAIx, St Stephen’s fan Bar Bays- 
water Feb 25 at12 33, roaTh —— 's inn 
ADJUDICATIO: 


Asugirorp, Exxinor, late of pate, late 
dnt tate Cette Bette, Iepe 
Ny RY ANN on 
Newtown Pet Feb 10 eb 11 
ey Builder 


Ban alie Talicing  Bickenhosd Jan 17 Sn Fe sb 9 "i 
es ‘an 'e 

Biuyt, Atsert, Coleshill, Wi Licensed Victualler 

“i , ns n raped Ord Feb 9 
INNING, argh ee Sean High 


Browy, Ray Tales, Lanes, . Bolton Pet Feb 
B — Wenanat oo Liverpool rd, Islingto 
ROWN, WILLIAM, m, 
een ee “Barking lane * nford, Grain Super- 
URNHAM, Henry, ju} 
in lent High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 11 
Cotiinson, Epwarp, Bury, Dealer Bolton Pet Feb 
Co: : os ion -* Seacroft. a Fay 
uBk, Ropert, the younger, Slipper 
Manufacturer ‘Leeds Pet Feb 9 Onbreb 9 
Coy, James Carew, Lower Broughton, Salesman 
Salford Pet Feb7 Veep ined 
Earnsuaw, Henry, Stockton on Tees, Slag Crusher Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Feb 11 “Ord Feb It 
mints Hewry, Swindon, Wilts, Horse Breaker Swindon 
et Feb 11 Ord Feb tL a dis 
ences, “2am OHY, Pasuee ey, 
part Feb 9 Ord Feb rad 
Brae, ¢ nee aang By Boot Repairer York Pet Feb9 Ord 
Fexz, Sevixa dam, Sas Boarding house keeper 
‘ Dee 2 Ord Feb 9 
Frievprxg, Sores Prec, Builder Bir- 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb9 
Goopwin, JosEPH bbe ey Sheffield, Lead Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Jan9 Ord Feb9 
—— cg cone Wigan, Joiner Wigan Pet Feb9 
el 
Jouyson, Isaac, Barrow in Furness, 
in Furness Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 11 
Kxox, J ey Leeds, out of business Leeds Pet Feb 9 


Linp.ey, Jouy, ot Wituram Barty Linpiey, Leeds, 
Joiners Leeds Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
Morley, Yorks, Grocer 
Pet Feb2 Ord 


. Dewsbury 

‘eb 7 

Norman, Groroer, Daventry, Ni = 5 mes , Auctioneer 
Northampton Pet Feb7 Ord Fe 

ie ry Joux, Parkstone, Poole, Builder Poole 

Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 11 

Putturs, GrorGe oat Swansea, Painter 

Pet Jan26 Ord Feb 

Preece, JAMES, Laverpoo!, Tobacconist Liverpool Pet 

Feb 5 Ord Feb 

Proctor, GrorGeE, Hulme, Manchester, Dyer Manchester 

Pet Feb9 Ord Fi 

——~ RicHarD See Gt Giddi 1 em, Publican 

eterborough Pet Feb1i Ord Fe 

hate Srewart Souter, L & N w Ry, Eldon st, 
Clerk Court Pet Dec 15 -_ Feb 9 

Scuattenn, Henry, Stockwell Park rd, Engineer High 

urt Pet Nov6 Ord Feb 11 

TURNER, Waates Hewry, Camborne, Cornwall, Builder 
Truro Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Wa ker, Josern, South Grover Stockton on 
Tees Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Furstanp, Jouy, 8 Fruiterer Swansea Adjud 
, 1887 Annul Feb 9 


London pA rege Feb. 17. 


Muscrave 


Swansea 


RECEIVING 
ABRAHAM, ome st Toone the stle, Devon, Black- 
smith Pet Feb 12 ed 
‘kesbury, 8. Cheltenham 


ASHLEY, ae: Joun, Tew! 
Bart ree as Ord Feb 13 nets % 
ARTLETT, GEORG ucks, Insurance Agen’ 

Northampton "Pet Ceci Ord Feb 13 
a ko Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Feb 11 
Butrerwoatn, Joun, Todmorden, om Coal Merchant 
Burnley Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 
CHECKSFIELD, AGNES, pcteet, Kent, Milliner Canterbury 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Cocuran, James, Li Grocer Liverpool Pet Feb 14 
coon Feb 14 
Coog, 3 Saspen, Peestans, Bees Preston Pet Feb 12 Ord 
eb 


— Thomas a. Barton in the Beans, Leics, Far- 
Leicester Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 
Dove, L LioneL, Cneawell Heath, Engineer ‘Ftigh Court Pet 
Donn ee tame Olay, Roan, 
WR RLES JA 
“steam Sei Mil Proprietor Court Pet Feb 12 
12 
Pencuety t-noreens G0 0b Salona, Renter High Court Pet 
mice eb 6 —— 14 
CHA 
see igh tag "Retba Ont ete 
Henperson, James Map Licensed Victualler 
Hews Pet Feb 12 2 : 
"Mak to Corn Merchants apa Pet Feb 13 
13 
Hix, Toowas Cuarces, Gt , Smackowner Great 
Pet Feb 13 Oa Feb | 


late Accountant’ 
was Kingston Pet Jan ba Ord Feb is wt ® 


Jones, Bexyamix, Ynysybwi, 
xe Ord Feb 11 





Pet Feb 11 

Jon ELIzaBe Bucks, 
Northnaaton "Pet Fe Seed fot 13 

Kyiaurt, ae hy  Malacey, Gazzey Surrey, Fishmonger Kings- 
ton 13 

Lewis, A... ‘Plas Tailor Swansea Pet 
Jan20 Ord 


13 
MeErTcatrs, pth Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet Feb 
13 Ord Feb 


Mircnecy, ace Barrow ia. Furness een tae a 


Sy deans 
New Barnet, Herts, Builder 


Rosrnson, WARDLE, 


SanpDeERs, iy Sree rene Baker High 
ae 
Parliamentary 


Tay.or, Jonn 7s par hg eet 2 Carshalton, S 
3 Yoh, Pot Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
enue Cranae Butcher 


yy oy hy ores, 
Wes — a Devon, Shipbuilder Barn- 
Mstaple Pet Feb 12. Ord 
Win, riaian, Oxford, Sewing Machine Dealer Oxford 
w Pet Feb 2s Ord i. 12 ee 
ILLMER, DERICK Henry, Provision Dealer 
Brighton Pet Feb12 Ord Peis 
The iellowes ele pow is ge An that pub- 


Hasxour, Manta Jane, 
Salisbury Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 


FIRST ene 
Asrauam, Ricuarp, St Thomas patie, Teves 
smith Feb 26 at li On beens po 


Exeter 
Beacon, F, Southampton st, Camberwell, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 27 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Beck, Jacon, Darwin st, Old at ah, Soler Feb 27 at 1 


Carey st, Lincoln’s in 
theareaee _ Aad Leicester, late Grocer Feb 26 at 3 Off 


Leicester 
Birt, ert Harry, York terrace, Clapham rd, 
toa Fried Fish Keeper Feb 27 at 2.30 
oS, Canty, Eee 


eee Rap Albers, Middlesborough = Feb 
25 at 8 Off Bec, 8, Albert rd, 
orthing, 


Bopie, Epwarp Cuirrorp, W Assistant 
master Feb 25 at 12 Off Bs, 4, Povin bids, 


ton 
Bursuam, Henry, Barking lane, Sw 
a nt Feb 27 at 11 23, Carey st, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Comse, Leeds, Sli 
Manuf: 


the younger, ipper 
acturer Feb{25 at 11 om Re, 20° Ps 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
Coox, Groree, Preston, Butcher Mar Gat3 Off iit 14, 
Coopsr, Tuomas Hexry, Barton in the 

Farmer Feb 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, lane, 


Leicester 
Cox, GrorcE me Hastings, Hotel Proprietor Feb 24 
“at 2.30 Senior Off Rec, 24, Railway approach, London 


D ARTHUR Groner, and James Lampert ig 
~~ a, Sr Feb 24 at 12 Off Rec, Bank 
brs, Corn st, Bristol 


chm! 

Dick, Danre1, Tailor March6at2 Off Rec, 35, 

Victoria a Li 

Drxon, James, Black Paper Stainer Feb 25 at 2.30 

County court house, Blackburn 

——_ Guanes 

Rs oan ‘h 
Off Rec, Newcastle 

Grsson, Fra 


24 at 10 
Heat, Henry Saamnee 
Feb aot 


Pentreclwyda, nr Resolven, Glam, 
Castle Hotel, Neath 

Hisett, Joux, Licensed Victualler’s 
Shareh 2 at 12 Wol 

—— poe hee negey nee , Leather Merchant Feb 25 

Lincoln's i inn 
Hows “» Waseem Proprietor Mar 3 at 
o ura, Hag, Thai, Pro a Coveney 

Hert ace Ley Licensed Victualler Feb 25 
J me Roem ee Timber Merchant 
Lam, fener Vittoria st, Gent Mar 3 at 


mansions, 
Fae Tobacconist 
Tobacconist Feb 26 at 3 Off 


Rec, 35, 








24.at 11.30 24, Railway London Bridge 
Tomutrnsoy, WILL1AM, Wor ahling, Sassex, Baker Feb 
26 at 16.90 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion Brighton 
Terter;Qeemen Se ‘ ores, Feb 25 
WILtlAM ) Cornwall, Builder 
Feb 24 at 11.30 Off Reo, Truro 
Wesracorr, Joux, Devon, pbuilder Feb 
24at2 King’s Arms Barnstaple 
ooproFrE, Hexey, Bury Pork Butcher 
Feb 24.at 12.16. Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
ollowing amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
eile lished in the London Gazette of Feb. 13. 


M Wiis Bratton a 
ae ae 10, Athenzeum terve, ¥ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Rica. St Thomas the a Black- 
_—y Exerr Pet Feb 12 Ord 








Baxer, Grotar “gon Roet 
Wandsworth Pet Jan6 Ord Fe 


Nosu ey ok 
Barnet "Ord Feb 12 









ee ee 
oa “ 


LS HR Sim Oat ae BN 
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ee Te Bristol, Licensed Victualler Bristol Pet 
Feb 12 

amg oe Re Grorce, Wolverton, Bucks, Insurance Agent 
rthampton Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb'13 

eine, Culm Epwarp, a Epwarp Asutey, and 

Joun Grey ny ary My gm st, General Mer- 

* cngte High Co as rimbled ae Ord Feb 14 a 

IRD, JONATHAN, Wimbledon, rocer Kingston 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 1 er 

Cook, on Preston, Butcher Preston Pet Feb12 Ord 


PH James CuTHBERT, ae Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Dec 19 Ord Feb 1 

Dixoy, James, — Paper Stainer Blackburn Pet 
Feb11 Ord Feb 1 


Duepatz, CHARLES, Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher Truro 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

Evans, Henry, Lichfield, Butcher Walsall Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 12 


Epwarp, Grorer, Beets, Timber Merchant Hereford 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 

Gaekxwoop, WILLIAM, Halifax, Journeyman Tailor Hali- 
fax Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 

Hewes, Epwarp Tuomas, Park Hall rd, East Finchley, 
Onl tee A mm Merchants High Court Pet Feb i3 


Hineit, Joun, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler’s 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 13 

Hint, Tuomas Cuarves, Great Grimsby, Smackowner 
Great Grimsby Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

— =* Grorer, Bristol, Baker Bristol “Pet Feb4 Ord 

el 

Inarey, Cuaries, Queen Meg egy Civil Engineer High 
Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Feb 1 

Jones, ExizaBetu, Stony Stratford Bucks, Dressmaker 

- No . ely te Ord Feb 13 Pet Feb 
ETCALFE, JOHN, Leeds, Insurance t Leeds e 
13 Ord Feb 18 _ 

Mutus, Witt1am Heyry, Erdington, Warwickshire, Oil 
Dealer oir ios Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 12 

Parsons, go am, Stalbridge, Dorset, Builder 
Salis isbury | Pet b5 Ord Feb 14 

mae am me, Hepler, Hants, Farmer Winchester 


Riaa, _ bona ony Broad st, Mechanical Engineer High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 12 

Rosinson, Warpte, Bartle 
Builder Birmingham t Feb13 Ord Feb 14 

Sanpers, James, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Baker High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Stuses, Samvuet, Holmes Chapel, Cheshire, Ma‘ r to 
Coal Merchant Macelesfiela ty Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Taytor, Jonn Apsort, Carshalto wee Parliamentary 
Law Clerk Croydon Pet Feb: i2 Feb 12 

TurxsButt, James, Newcastle on Tyne, late Fruiterer 
Newcastle on e Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 11 

VARLEY, ee ornes, nr Wakefield, Greengrocer 
Wakefield Pet Feb 9 ‘Ord Feb 9 

WALLER, x odie Epe, Luton, a Commission Agent 
Luton Pet Jan30 Ord Feb1 

Wiip, Witx1am, Oxford, Sewing ‘Machine Dealer Oxford 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Wrient, Artnuur Henry, Birmin gham, Beer Retailer 
Birminghrm Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 1 
. E., Charles st, St James’s ? High Court Pet 

Ord Feb 12 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 ro 1890. 
WINDING-UP ORDERS. 

Tne Gexerat Service Co-oprrative Stores, Limitep, 

: aa, Storekeepers High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 
el 

Tur Canavan Paciric CoLonizaTion Corporation, 
Loutep, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate st, Co to acquire 
lands in Canada High Court Pet Dee 15, 1890, and 
Jan 14, 1891 Ord Feb7 


Green, nr Quinton, Worcs, 


Yarpiey, 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Fag REGISTRY, Staple-inn, London.— 

Transfer i 1875.—Directions and Forms for 


with Absolute or Possessory 
Tite and the Seale of Oe Foo and of the Remuneration 


to Solicitors in respect First Registration (which f. 
ee ee ne saben nasil woke katy 


South en one ae my oe —£22,000 Five per Cent. 
¥ Stock and £33,500 Ordinary C Stock 
above Company, presenting investments of the 


ESSRS. G. A. WILKINSON & SON 











by th SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, on FRIDAY, MARCH 6th, at 
TW clock precisely, in numerous to suit and 
FIVE C Be y AL 

£33,500 berry $4 CSTOCK 


may be had of Frank Bush, 
of the ney, 7008, + ogg of Meme, Br 4 
Auctioneers, 7, Poultry, City. 





SALES FOR THE YEAR 1891. 
Telephone, No. 1 ge. Telegraphic address, 
“ Akabe , London.” 

JV ESSBS. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 

nounce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, 
Business Premises, Building Land, Ground Rents, Rever- 
sions, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the following FRIDAYS 


during the year 1891 :— 
February 27 May 15 July 24 
March 6 May 22 July 31 
March 13 May 29 August 21 
March 20 June 5 September 4 
April 3 June 12 September 18 
April 10 June 19 October 2 
April 17 June 26 October 23 
April 24 July 3 November 13 
May 1 July 10 November 27 
May 8 July 17 December 11 


Auctions can be held on other days besides those above 
specified.—No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 





EAST HAM 
First ie. Big yl i Freehold B hold Building Estate, oppo- 
on. 

ESSRS. E. E. CROUCHER & CO. will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the QUEEN’S HOTEL, 
Park, on F AY, FEBRUARY 27, 1891, at 
SEVEN o o’clock in the evening, in 40 Lots, eligible FREE- 
a BUILDING LAND, with important fron’ to 
he, High-street and Heigham-road, ; Suitable for 
a erection of shops and dwe! ‘houses. Land tax and 
tithe free. Free conveyance. hase-money _—— 
over a period of nine years if required. The estate a 

gravel soil, and the roads are granite kerbed. 
Pla * Particulars and conditions of sale may be ob- 
tained of A. W« , Esq., itor, 24, Lincoln’s-inn- 
- W. C., and at the Auctioneers, 76, Chancery-lane, 








WALTHAMSTOW. 

The Woodlands Estate, Wood-street (three minutes’ from 
station). Workmen’s trains from five a.m. Fare, 2d. 
return. 

N ESSRS. E. E. CROUCHER & CO. will 

a SELL by AUCTION, at the WHITE SWAN, 

Wood-street, on THURSDAY EVENING, MARCH 5, 1£91, 

at SEVEN o’clock Ys unctually, the remaining unsol Lots 

of this eligible FREEHOLD BUILDING LAND. Payable 
by instalments. Free conveyance 

; ew = particulars of the Auctioneers, 76, Chancery- 

ane 5 





DALSTON. 

By order of the Executors of the late Mrs. A. T. B: 

N ESSRS. E. E. CROUCHER & CO. will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on 

MONDAY, MARCH 9, 1891, pa ONE rompt, No. No. = 

LENTHALL-ROAD, Queen’s-road Dalston 

years. Ground-rent £448, Let at £40. 

Particulars of W. P. Neal, Esq., * Solicitor, 4 and 5, 
Pinners’ _— E.C., and of the Auctioneers, 76, Chancery- 
lane, W.c 

HOLBORN HILL 

(No. 17, within the City of London). Commanding Lease- 

hold Premises, ground floor with possession, remainder 

let. Suitable for Jewellers, Tailor, Grocer, Hatter, &c., 

or for investment. Produces, — ground floor, £420 per 

annum. Lease 20 years. Lowre’ 
ESSRS. E. . CROUCHER & CO. will 
SELL the above by AUCTION, on MONDAY, 

MARCH 9, 1891, at ONE prompt. 

Particulars of Messrs. Pontifex & Co.. Solicitors, 16, 
St. Andrew’s-street, E.C., and of the Auctioneers, 76, 
Chancery -lane, W.C. 

OAKLEY SQUARE, N.W. 
By order of the — + ek ~ late Mr. A. H. Roffe. 


ESSRS. E. E. “EROUCHER & CO. will 

SELL by AUCTION, on MONDAY, MARCH 9, 

1891, at ONE o’clock, No. 31  CHARRINGTO IN-STREET, 

Oakdey-square, N.W. Held for 33 years. Ground-rent 
Rental value £48. 

pi of H, Rimer, Esq., Solicitor, 8, Quality-court, 

7. and of the Auctioneers, 76, cery-lane, 











LASHET-HALL ESTATE. 
Sixth Sale vt Fresh ae Land, Say Forest-gate 


MESSE5. 3 ’ PHILIP D. TUCKETT & CO, 
Tiaq., 10 BELL by AUCTION, at the PRINCESS | 
y at the 
ALICE, Romford-road, on THURSDAY. » MARCH 19, at 
REMAINING 44 LOTS, all having 16ft. fron- 
Y -lane or Red Post-lane, with long depths, 
and availathe either for shops or rivate houses. This 
building estate, between Gipsy and Post-lanes, is now 
nearly all disposed of, 546 lots having Seeaky bons sold, and 
the few remaining lots form form ~ best building sites in this 
thriving suburb, the roads uestion rapidly be th 
important main Yecsoushinaes. Free conveyances and pay- 
ment spread over 10 years. 
Particulars at the pla place of sale; at the hotels in the 
“~~ hbourhood ; of ay Young, Jones, & Co. Pe De 
it. Mildred’ ‘s-court, E.C.; and of Messrs. 
Tuckett & x) dand "Agents, Surveyors, &c., ne oui 


()HAMBEBRS, Unfurnished, to be Let 


the Royal Academy, Piccadill 
comfortable; bath-room and every pa Tai moony “ie 
Mr. Noss, Housekeeper, 180, Piccadilly, W. 











SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1891; 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, “oa 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to 

that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investment 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversiong, 
Stocks, Shares, ‘and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, 2 the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, Feb 24 Zossion, May 12 | Tuesday, July 9 
esday, March 3 


Tu Ys Tuesday, May 26 | Tuesday, Aug4 
Tuesday, March 10 | Tuesday, June 2 Tuesday, Aug 11 
Tuesday, March 17 | Tuesday, June 9 Tuesday, Aug 18 


Tuesday, March 24 | Tuesday, June 16 | Tuesday, Aug % 
Tuesday, April 7 Tuesday, June 23 | Tuesday, Oct 6 
Tuesday, April 14 | Tuesday, June 30 | Tuesday, Oct 20 
Tuesday, April 21 | Tuesday, July 7 
Tuesday, April 28 | Tuesday, July 14 | Tuesday, Nov 17 
Tuesday, May 5 Tuesday, July 21 | Tu y, Dec8 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Te 
Farmer, Ped — undertake a and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, ictures, 

, Detailed Tiets of In 


Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 
vestments, Estates, so oa , Residences, Shops, 
pane Business Premises or Sold by private contract 
ublished on the 1st of each month, and can be obtained 
of lien. ag Tewson. Farmer, & Bridgewater, 





Estate Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
London, "dab No. 1,503. 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 


FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, iy 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, .C., 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. —Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 
days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


NINE ELMS. 


Valuable Freehold Investments, comprising extensive 
waterside premises. Let on lease at rentals amounting 
to £960 per annum.—By order of Trustees. 


N ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, 

& CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTIO: N, 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY , FEB. 
27, at TWO recisely, i in Five Lots, valuable FREEHOLD 
WATERSIDE PROPERTIES, situate in Nine Elms-lane, 
in close proximity to the Nine "Elms Goods Station of the 
London and Sou -Western Railway, each having front- 

ages to the road and to the river Thames, as follows :— 

ay Manor-house Wharf, with frontage to the Thames of 
about 66ft. 6in., a frontage to Nine Elms-lane of 68ft. 9in., 
= oceupying a ground area of about 17,500 square feet. 

buildings are of a substantial character, an comprise 
ieteay of three floors, with store and drying store in con+ 
tinuation, store of two- eee chimne That, stabling for 
six horses, dwelling-house and offices, large yard, &e. Let 
upon repairing ] lease for an unexpired term of 24 years, at 
per annum £275. 

2. Laver’s Wharf, adjoining, with frontage to the Thames 
of 230ft. and to Nine Elms-iane of 200ft., occupying a 
ground area of over an acre. Beg mpens dock, capable of 
allowing four 60-ton barges to 1 or unload at the same 
time. Let upon a repairing lease to Mr. A. H. Lavers for 
an unexpi term of 68 years, at per annum £470. 

3. Middle Wharf, adjoining, with frontages of 78ft. Sin. 
to the Thames and Nine Elms-lane, and occupying a ground 
area of 10,200 square feet. The buildings comprise stabling 
for 10 horses, men’s house, cottage, detached Nate po Soe 
of two floors and b it, and sp yard. Let u 
repairing lease for. a term of 70 years from: Michae! — 
1835, whereof +6 reers remain unexpired (with reversion to 
the rack rental at the end of the term), at a ground-rent of 
per annum £30. 

4. White Swan Wharf, adjoining, with frontage to the 
Thames of fa ®. 9in., to, ine ent ol Bag - 
occ’ ga area of 6,900 square fee' e - 
— sormagetet iron-built mill of two floors, stable 
for four horses, brick-built offices, and yard. Lee ag 
repairing lease to Mr. E. Burton for an unexpired term 
| years, at = Wharf, adi £185. 

. Kir adjoining, with frontage to the Thames 
Elms-lane of 32ft. 7in., and occupying 








At present in hand, _ pcs- 
— will be given on completion of i 
tor 70, Bhip-street, Brighton ; mages 
70, ce Brig! 0 oo e 
Ba Sol Solicitors, ‘ohn-street, Bedford-row, W.C.; 
and of the ‘ied a Billiter-square, E.C. 





NINE ELMS. 


Sound Freehold Investment, secured on a fully-licensed 
yublic-house. Let for a long term, at £90 per annum.— 
y order of Trustees. 


ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, 
& CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 


at the MART, Tokenhouse- E.C., on AY, FEB. 
27, at TWO precisely, a valuable OLD PROPERTY, 


, and 
£700 in the re-erection of 
Particulars may be had as in preceding advertisement, 
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